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REQUEST  FOR  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 


Report  Control  Symbol 
RCS:  _  ?  g  ~  /9 


.'IONS  Section  /  to  be  completer)  by  Proponent:  Sections  II  and  III  to  be  completed  by  Environmental  Planning  Function.  Continue  on  separate  sheets 
as  necessary  Reference  appropriate  item  numberlsl 


ON  I  -  PROPONENT  INFORMATION 


0  /Environmental  Planning  function 1 

2.  FROM  t Proponent  organization  and  functional  address  symbol! 

2a.  TELEPHONE  NO. 

ABW/EM 

99  CES/CERR 

2-3304 

i  TITLE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Amend  Permit  No.  DACA09-4-96-0039  to  the  Department  of  the  Army  for  63rd  Regional  Support  Command 


4.  PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION  I Identify  decision  to  be  made  and  need  datel 

To  Amend  55  yr  permit  to  include  an  additional  2.6  acres.  Original  design  proved  to  be  inadequate.  Additional  space  for  14 
vehicles  located  in  the  Military  Equipment  Park  (MEP)  is  required. _ 


5 .  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES  IDOPAAI  I Provide  sufficient  details  for  evaluation  of  the  total  action. I 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  redesigned  the  MEP  and  relocated  the  Organizational  Maintenance  Shop  in  an  attempt  to  remedy  the 
situation.  This  solution  leaves  14  vehicles  unable  to  be  located  in  the  MEP;  therefore,  an  additional  2.6  acres  is  requested. 


6.  PROPONENT  APPROVAL  (Name  and  Grade! 

GENE  A.  ROGERS,  GS-14 

Deputy  Base  Civil  Engineer 

6a.  SIGNATURE  it  j  ,  ,  f 

6b.  DATE 

y-?-  ?  r 

SECTION  II  •  PRELIMINARY  ENVIRONMENTAL  SURVEY.  /Check  appropriate  box  and  describe  potential  environmental  effects 
Including  cumulative  effects.!  1+  “  positive  effect ;  0  =  no  effect;  ~  =  adverse  effect :  U  =  unknown  effect! 

D 

u 

7.  AIR  INSTALLATION  COMPATIBLE  USE  ZONE/LAND  USE  INoise.  accident  potential,  encroachment,  etc.! 

X 

8.  AIR  QUALITY  1 Emissions .  attainment  status,  state  implementation  plan,  etc.! 

X 

9.  WATER  RESOURCES  1 Quality .  Quantity,  source,  etc.l 

X 

10.  SAFETY  AND  OCCUPATIONAL  HEALTH  lAsbestos/radiation/chemical  exposure,  explosives  safety  Quantity-distance,  etc.) 

X 

1 1 .  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS/WASTE  lUse/storage/generation.  solid  waste,  etc.l 

X 

1 2.  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES  IWerlands/floodplams.  flora,  fauna,  etc.! 

X 

1 3.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  /Native  American  burial  srtes.  arc  haeofog  teat.  historical,  etc.l 

X 

14.  GEOLOGY  AND  SOILS  /Topography,  minerals,  geothermal.  Installation  Restoration  Program,  seismicity,  etc.l 

X 

1 5.  SOCIOECONOMIC  (Emptoyment/popufatron  projections,  school  and  local  fiscal  impacts,  etc.l 

■ 

X 

16.  OTHER  IPotential  impacts  not  addressed  above  ! 

t 

■ 

X 

SECTION  III  -  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS  DETERMINATION 
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proposed  action  qualifies  for  categorical  exclusion  icatfxi  <  A2 . 3 . 1 1  qr  Army  Reserve  Center  EA/FONS! 

PROPOSED  ACTION  DOES  NOT  QUALIFY  FOR  A  CATEX;  FURTHER  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS  IS  REQUIRED.  (EIAP  94-10) 


1 8  REMARKS 

4  Atchs  AWFC/JAV 

Permit  No.  DACA09-4-96-0039 
12  Aug  97,  99  ABW  Environmental  Baseline  Study 
23  Dec  97,  Dept  of  the  Army  Ltr 
2  Mar  98,  Dept  of  the  Army  Ltr 


P 


The  proposed  action  is  in  an  non¬ 
attainment  area  for  CO  and  PM10.  The 
emissions  resulting  from  the  action  would 
be  de  minimus,  A  formal  Conformity 
analysis  is  not  required. 


19.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING  FUNCTION  CERTIFICATION 
tName  and  Grade / 

MICHAEL  F.  FUKEY,  Col,  USAF 
Director,  Environmental  Management 


19a.  SIGNATURE 


V 


1 9b  DATE 


AF  FORM  813,  AUG  93  ( EF-V1 )  ipc/fopm ppoi  this  form  consolidates  af  forms  813  and  8i« 

PREVIOUS  editions  of  both  forms  are  obsolete 
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ADDENDUM  TO  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  FOR  THE  ARMED 
FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER  AND  OPERATIONAL  MAINTENANCE 
FACILITY  FOR  THE  63rd  REGIONAL  SUPPORT  COMMAND 

On  31  July  1996  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI)  was  signed  for  the  Armed 
Forces  Reserve  Center/Organizational  Maintenance  Shop  at  Nellis  Air  Force  Base.  The 
FONSI  was  based  on  the  information  analyzed  in  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA). 

At  that  time,  the  EA  was  prepared  based  on  the  size  of  the  Reserve  Center  being  16.5 
acres.  The  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  was  based  on  a  legal  description  of  17.4 
acres.  The  Real  Estate  Permit  allowing  the  construction  to  go  forward  had  a  legal 
description  of  21.8  acres.  On  2  March  1998,  the  63rd  Regional  Support  Command 
requested  an  additional  2.6  acres  bringing  the  total  acreage  to  24.4  apr$s.  This 
addendum  will  address  the  original  discrepancies  and  the  additional  2.6  acres. 

The  additional  acreage  would  be  paved  with  asphalt  and  used  as  a  Military  Equipment 
Park  (parking  lot)  for  the  Heavy  Equipment  Transporters  and  trailers  (HET).  These 
vehicles  are  over  80  feet  long  and  12  feet  wide  (mirrors  extended).  The  reason  for  the 
additional  property  is  due  to  a  miscalculation  for  the  size  of  the  parking  lot.  The  4.4  acre 
discrepancy  from  the  original  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  and  the  original  Permit  is 
shown  on  Figure  1.  The  original  EA  did  not  include  a  legal  description,  so  it  is 
impossible  to  know  exactly  where  the  discrepancy  occurred.  However,  since  99 
ABW/EM  office  contracted  the  EA  and  prepared  the  EBS,  it  is  logical  to  assume  that  the 
EA  and  EBS  dosely  match  in  shape.  A  nine  foot  error  around  the  perimeter  would 
comprise  .9  acres. 

Although  the  acreage  differs,  the  analysis  of  the  EA  and  FONSI  would  apply  to  the 
discrepancies  and  the  additional  2.6  acres.  The  entire  property  from  Range  Road  and 
DRMO  Road  to  Carafelli  Court  had  been  completely  disturbed  for  years.  There  is  no 
potential  for  adverse  impacts  to  biological  or  cultural  resources.  Except  for  the  amount 
of  acres,  the  proposed  action  has  not  changed.  The  size  and  use  of  the  fadlities  and 
the  number  of  vehicles  is  the  same  as  the  original  EA.  The  parking  lot  did  get  bigger 
because  of  the  miscalculation. 

The  project  is  being  constructed  adjacent  to  FamCamp  and  Carafelli  Court.  The 
potential  for  noise  impacts  were  analyzed  in  the  original  EA  and  a  sound  wall  was  added 
to  the  proposed  action.  The  addition  vvould  be  nearer  to  FamCamp  and  Carafelli  Court 
and  would  require  an  extension  of  the  sound  wall.  The  63rd  RSC  would  continue  the 
sound  wall. 

A  modification  to  the  Clark  County  Surface  Disturbance  Permit  will  be  required  to  reflect 
the  current  acreage. 

The  proposed  addition  and  the  discrepancy  qualifies  for  Categorical  Exclusion  A2.3.11 
per  Air  Force  Instruction  AFI  32-7061,  actions  similar  to  other  actions.  In  this  case,  the 
similar  action  is  the  parent  EA  for  the  Armed  Forces  Reserve  Center. 


ADDENDUM  TO  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  BASELINE  SURVEY  FOR  THE 
LAND  LEASE  TO  THE  63rd  REGIONAL  SUPPORT  COMMAND 


9  April  1998 

The  purpose  of  this  addendum  is  to  correct  inconsistencies  between  the 
Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS)  and  the  Permit  issued  to  the  63rd  RSC. 
Also,  the  63rd  RSC  wishes  to  add  2.6  acres  to  the  Permit,  this  addendum  will 
address  the  additional  area.  The  original  EBS  addressed  17.4  acres,  but  the 
original  Permit  was  written  for  21 .8  acres.  This  addendum  also  applies  to  the  4.4 
acres  discrepancy. 

1  I  t 

A  site  visit  was  conducted  on  9  April  1998.  No  surface  contamination  was 
observed  and  the  condition  of  the  property  is  identical  to  the  property  addressed 
in  the  original  documentation,  with  two  notable  exceptions.  The  exception  is  that 
the  additional  area  overlies  the  CalNev  Pipeline.  The  planned  activity  for  the 
additional  area  is  for  vehicle  parking  and  will  be  paved  with  asphalt. 

CalNev  Pipeline  Company  has  been  contacted  regarding  the  subject  area. 
CalNev  requires  that  the  63rd  Regional  Support  Command  supplies  CalNev 
engineers  with  the  drawings  and  specifications  for  review  and  approval  prior  to 
construction  Further,  CalNev  reserves  the  right  to  saw  cut  and  excavate  through 
the  asphalt  for  any  necessary  repairs  and  will  backfill  and  compact  the  trench, 
but  will  not  be  responsible  for  improvements  (repaving). 


Environmental  Baseline  Survey  Addendum  Certification 

Nellis  AFB  Environmental  Management  Directorate  (99  ABW/EM)  has  conducted 
this  EBS  addendum.  99  ABW/EM  has  reviewed  all  appropriate  records  and 
conducted  visual  site  inspections  of  the  land  being  leased.  The  information 
contained  within  this  addendum  is,  to  the  best  of  99  ABW/EM’s  knowledge,  is 
correct  and  current  as  of  28  May  1998. 

Certified  by:  _  Date: 

JAMES  CAM5E,  GS-12  ^  J 

Environmental  Engineer 

Approved  bv:  —  Date-  ^  ** ^ 

MICHAEL  F.  FUKEY  J  ^ 

Colonel,  USAF 

Director,  Environmental  Management 


NO.  DACA09-4— 9  6  —  0039 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

PERMIT  TO  OTHER  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  DEPARTMENT  OR  AGENCY 
TO  USE  PROPERTY  LOCATED  ON 
NELLIS  AIR  FORCE  BASE, CLARK  COUNTY,  NEVADA 


THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
Secretary  hereby  grants  to  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY  <FOR  USE  BY  THE 
U.S.  ARMY  RESERVES,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  grantee,  a 
permit  for  a  reserve  center,  over,  across,  in  and  upon  the  lands 
identified  in  Exhibit  "A, "  attached  hereto  and  made  a  part  hereof, 
hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  premises. 

THIS  PERMIT  is  granted  subject  to  the  following  conditions. 

1.  This  permit  is  hereby  granted  for  a  term  of  fifty  five 
(55), years,  beginning  August  1,  1996,  and  ending  31  July  2051,  but 
revocable  at  will  by  the  Secretary. 


2.  All  correspondence  and  notices  to  be  given  pursuant  to 
this  permit  shall  be  addressed,  if  to  the  grantee,  to  Headquarters, 
63rd  Regional  Support  Command,  11200  Lexington  Drive,  Los  Alamitos, 
California  90720-5002,  also  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  addressee 
shown  below.  If  to  the  United  States,  to  the  Commander,  558th 
Civil  Engineer  Squadron,  6020  Beale  Avenue,  Nellis  AFB,  Nevada 
889191-7260,  Attn:  Real  Estate  also  to  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  3636  No.  Central  Avenue,  Suite  770,  Phoenix,  Arizona 
85012-1936,  Attn:  Real  Estate,  or  as  may  from  time  to  time 
otherwise  be  directed  by  the  parties.  Notice  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  duly  given  if  and  when  enclosed  in  a  properly  sealed 
envelope  or  wrapper  addressed  as  aforesaid,  and  deposited,  postage 
prepaid,  in  a  post  office  regularly  maintained  by  the  United  States 
Postal  Service. 

3.  The  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises  shall  be  without 
cost  or  expense  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  and  under  the 
general  supervision  and  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Installation 
Commander,  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  or  his  duly  authorized 
representative,  hereinafter  referred^to  as  said  officer  and  to  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  from  time  to  time  by 
said  officer. 

4.  The  grantee  acknowledges  that  it  has  inspected  the 
premises,  knows  its  condition,  and  understands  that  the  same  is 


Figure  8-F-l 


granted  without  any  representations  or  warranties  whatsoever  and 
without  any  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force . 

5.  The  grantee  shall,  at  its  own  expense  and  without  cost  or 
expense  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  maintain  and  keep  the 
premises  in  good  repair  and  condition. 

6.  Any  interference  with  the  use  of  or  damage  to  property 
under  control  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  incident  to  the 
exercise  of  the  privileges  herein  granted  shall  be  promptly 
corrected  by  the  grantee  to  the  satisfaction  of  said  officer. 

'  f 

7.  The  grantee  shall  pay  the  cost,  as  determined  by  the 
officer  having  immediate  jurisdiction  over  the  premises,  of 
producing  or  supplying  any  utilities  and/or  other  services 
furnished  by  or  through  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  for  the  use 
of  the  grantee. 

8.  No  additions  to  or  alterations  of  the  premises  shall  be 
made  without  the  prior  written  approval  of  the  Installation 
Commander. 

9.  On  or  before  the  date  of  expiration  of  this  permit  or  its 
relinquishment  by  the  grantee,  the  grantee  shall  vacate  the 
premises,  remove  its  property  therefrom  if,  however,  this  permit  is 
revoked,  the  grantee  shall  vacate  the  premises  and  remove  its 
property  therefrom  within  such  time  as  the  Installation  Commander 
may  designate. 

10.  The  grantee  shall  comply  with  all  applicable  Federal, 
state,  county  and  municipal  laws,  ordinances  and  regulations 
wherein  the  premises  are  located. 

11.  A  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS)  documenting  the 
known  history  of  the  property  with  regard  to  the  storage,  release 
or  disposal  of  hazardous  substances  thereon  is  attached  hereto  and 
made  a  part  hereof  as  Exhibit  "B" .  Upon  expiration,  revocation  or 
relinquishment  of  this  permit,  another  PAS  shall  be  prepared  which 
will  document  the  environmental  condition  of  the  property  at  that 
time. 


12.  It  is  understood  that  the  requirements  of  this  permit 
pertaining  to  maintenance,  repair,  protection,  and  restoration  of 
the  premises  and  reimbursement  for  utilities  and  other  services, 
shall  be  effective  only  insofar  as  they  do  not  conflict  with  any 
agreement,  pertaining  to  such  matters  made  between  local 
representatives  of  the  grantor  and  grantee  in  accordance  with 
existing  regulations. 

THIS  PERMIT  is  not  subject  to  Title  10,  United  States  Code, 
Section  2662,  as  amended. 

Figure  8-F-l  (Continued) 


IN  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  bv  authority 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  this  day  ofS&*^0..  _ 

- • 


v^TOHN  D.  LADIEU 
COLONEL/  DSAF 
INSTALLATION  COMMANDER 


This  permit  is  also  executed  by  the  grantee  this 

daY  of  .  rffG  . 


Figure  8-F-l  (Continued) 
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DATE: 

ACQUISITION  TRACT  #: 
AREA: 

GRANTOR: 

PROJECT/ REMIS  CODE: 
LOCATION: 

CESPL-RE-PC  FILE: 


9  August  1996 
100 

21.8  +  acres 

U.S.  Air  Force,  Nellis  AFB 
Armed  Forces  Reserve  Center 
Nellis  AFB  (Clark  County) ,  Nevada 
760-M-l 


DESCRIPTION  FOR  PERMIT. 

ARMED  FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER  AND  QMS  SITE 

•  f 

A  parcel  of  land  in  the  County  of  Clark,  State  of  JJ^vada,  situate 
in  Section  33,  Township  19  South,  62  East,  Mount  Diablo  Base  & 
Meridian,  within  the  Nellis  Air  Force  Base  military  reservation, 
described  as  follows: 


BEGINNING  at  the  intersection  of  the  centerlines  of  Range  Road 
and  DRMO  Road; 

THENCE  southeasterly  along  the  centerline  of  said  Range  Road  a 
distance  of  1290  feet; 

THENCE,  leaving  said  Range  Road  centerline,  southwesterly  and  at 
right  angles  to  last-said  course,  a  distance  of  450  feet; 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  northwesterly  a 
distance  of  550  feet; 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  southwesterly  a 
distance  of  440  feet; 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  northwesterly  a 
distance  of  753  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  centerline  of  the  said 
DRMO  Road; 

THENCE  northeasterly  along  the  centerline  of  said  DRMO  Road  by 
various  courses  and  distances,  to  the  POINT  OF  BEGINNING: 
EXCEPTING  THEREFROM  so  much  thereof  as  may  lie  within  the  paved 
areas  of  Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road; 

and  the  aggregate  area  of  said  Parcel  of  Land,  less  the  exception 
noted  above,  being  about  21.8  acres  of  land,  more  or  less. 
///////////////////////END  OF  DESCRIPTION//////////////////////// 


SCRIVENER 


Richard  W.  Ifagle 


DATE 


9  August  1996 


File  760-M-l 


EXHIBIT  A 


K£*.YTO 

ATTCMnOMOf*: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS,  63 D  REGIONAL  SUPPORT  COMMAND 
PO  BOX  3001 

LOS  ALAMITOS,  CA  60720-1301 


AFRC-CCA-EN-P 


23  Dec  97 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  558th  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  (ACC) 

ATTN:  558  CES-CEER  (Ms.  Judy  Pace),  6020  Beale  Avenue, 
Nellis  AFB,  NV  89191-7260 

SUBJECT :  Request  for  Additional  Land  for  Military  Equipment  Park  (MEP)  at  Armed  Forces 
Reserve  Center,  Nellis  AFB. 

i  i  t 


1.  The  Army  Reserve  is  currently  constructing  a  new  facility  at  Nellis  AFB.  This  facility  will 
relieve  the  overcrowding  of  personnel  and  vehicles  at  our  current  center  on  Sahara  Ave. 


2.  The  design  of  the  MEP  has  been  determined  to  be  inadequate.  One  of  the  units  that  will  be 
using  the  facility  has  undergone  a  vehicle  modernization.  Due  to  size  and  maneuverability,  these 
vehicles  require  three  times  the  parking  space  that  was  identified  in  the  original  DA  1390,91  , 
Military  Construction  Project  Data. 


3.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  already  redesigned  the  MEP  and  relocated  the  Organizational 
Maintenance  Shop  (OMS)  in  an  attempt  to  remedy  the  situation.  This  solution  still  leaves  14 
vehicles  unable  to  be  located  in  the 


4.  We  are  urgently  in  need  of  your  assistance  on  this  matter.  The  aforementioned  corrective 
changes  already  introduced  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have  produced  outrageous  extra  cost 
claims  from  the  construction  contractor.  A  representative  from  the  Office  of  the  Chief,  Army 
Reserve  will  visit  the  site  for  an  in  progress  review  on  6  January  1 998.  It  would  be  valuable  to 
report  feasibility  of  acquiring  the  additional  parcel  and  the  schedule  for  accomplishing  this 
action.  It  would  be  desirable  and  in  the  interest  of  the  Government  to  negotiate  with  the 
contractor  a  comprehensive  solution  to  this  issue  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 


5.  My  POC  for  this  action  is  Mr.  Mark  Cutler  at  DSN  972-1 438.  We  thank  you  in  advance  for 
your  earliest  attention  and  cooperation. 


FOR  THE  COMMANDER: 


RICHARD  A.  GARZA 

LTC,  EN,  USAR 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Engineers 
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Executive  Summary 


Nellis  Air  Force  Base  proposes  to  lease  land  from  Nellis  AFB  to  the  63rd  Regional 
Support  Command  (RSC).  The  area  being  considered  is  16.5  acres  North  of  Nellis 
AFB,  NV. 

The  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS),  is  being  accomplished  in  accordance  with 
Air  Force  Instruction  (AFI)  32-7066,  which  determines  the  level  of  analysis.  The 
proposed  lease  fits  into  a  Phase  I  Category  1  finding  i.e.,  where  there  is  no  evidence  to 
indicate  that  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  have  ever  been  stored, 
released,  or  disposed  of  on  the  site.  This  conclusion  is  a  result  of  reviewing  all  past 
records  of  land  activities  on  the  subject  properties.  In  addition  to  the  literature  and  files 
review,  the  subject  area  was  visually  inspected. 

The  Environmental  Management  Directorate  surveyed  the  properties  being  leased  for 
environmental  contamination.  A  review  of  the  Installation  Restoration  Program,  aerial 
photos,  and  a  visual  inspection,  no  contaminates  exist  on  or  near  the  subject  property 
being  leased  to  the  RSC. 

The  site  being  considered  for  lease  has  been  previously  disturbed  as  a  result  of  surface 
excavation  of  fill  material  for  the  Nellis  Federal  Hospital.  The  site  has  sparse 
vegetation,  however,  no  biological  or  cultural  resources  were  identified  during  the 
Environmental  Assessment  (EA). 

Section  1.0  Purpose  of  Environmental  Baseline  Survey 

This  baseline  survey  serves  as  the  basis  for  notice  of  environmental  conditions  under 
Section  120  (h)(1)  of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980  (CERCLA)  as  amended  [42  U.S.C.  9620  (h)(1)].  This  baseline 
survey  is  being  conducted  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Instruction  32-7066  (Apr  94). 
The  purpose  of  this  EBS  is  to  document  the  nature,  magnitude  and  extent  of 
environmental  contamination  of  property  being  considered  for  lease  from  Nellis  AFB  to 
RSC. 

1 .1  Boundaries  of  the  Property  and  Survey  Area 

Legal  Description:  Following  is  the  legal  description  for  the  land  being  leased: 

BEGINNING  at  the  intersection  of  the  centerlines  of  Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road; 

THENCE  southeasterly  along  the  centerline  of  saidftange*Rbad  a  distance  of  1255  feet; 
THENCE,  leaving  said  Range  Road  centerline,  southwesterly  and  at  right  angles  to  last-said 
course,  a  distance  of  450  feet; 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  northwesterly  a  distance  of  760  feet; 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  southwesterly  a  distance  of  420  feet; 


THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  northwesterly  a  distance  of  500  feet  to  the 
centerline  of  the  said  DRMO  Road; 

THENCE  northeasterly  along  the  centerline  of  said  DRMO  Road  by  various  courses  and 
distances,  to  the  POINT  OF  BEGINNING: 

EXCEPTING  THEREFROM  so  much  thereof  as  may  lie  within  the  paved  areas  of  Range  Road 
and  DRMO  Road; 

and  the  aggregate  area  of  said  parcel  of  land,  less  the  exception  noted  above,  being  about  17.4 
acres  of  land,  more  or  less. 


Section  2.0  Survey  Methodology 

2.1  Approach  and  Rationale 

A  review  of  prior  surveys,  an  inspection  of  the  property,  personal  interviews,  review 
of  the  Base  Installation  Restoration  Program,  review  of  the  installations  Base 
Comprehensive  Plan,  and  an  EA  completed  for  the  proposed  Armed  Forces 
Reserve  Center/Organizational  Maintenance  Shop.  This  approach  was  used  to 
analyze  the  subject  property  to  ensure  no  ecological  or  cultural  resources  would  be 
impacted  if  the  subject  properties  were  leased  to  RSC.  The  results  indicated  no 
impact  to  human  health  or  the  environment. 

2.1.1  Description  of  Documents  Reviewed 

Draft  Environmental  Assessment  for  a  proposed  Exchange  of  Abandoned  Railroad 
Right  of  Way  Segments,  Nellis  AFB,  Nevada  (1995) 

Management  Action  Plan,  Nellis  AFB,  NV  (1995) 

Environmental  Baseline  Survey  for  Nellis  AFB  Land  Acquisition  (1996) 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base  Comprehensive  Plan  (1991) 

2.1.2  Property  Inspections 

A  site  visit  was  conducted  on  30  January  1996.  No  sign  of  dumping  was  observed  in 
the  land  being  leased. 

» 

2.1.3  Personal  Interviews 

Personnel  contacted  are  listed  at  Appendix  E. 

2.1.4  Sampling  - 

No  soil  samples  were  taken  of  subject  property.  During  the  preliminary  assessment 
for  the  installation  restoration  program  study,  the  land  being  considered  for  lease 
was  not  identified  as  an  area  of  concern. 


Section  3.0  Findings  for  Subject  Property 
3.1  History  and  Current  Use 

The  Army  Appropriation  Act  of  July  9,  1918,  provided  for  allowing  the  President  to 
reserve  unappropriated  public  domain  land  for  aviation  fields  for  testing  and 
experimental  work  setting  the  stage  for  establishment  of  Nellis  AFB.  Nellis  AFB  has 
been  used  for  flight  operations  since  1929.  Until  1940  the  field  consisted  of  dirt 
runways,  a  few  buildings,  and  related  utilities.  In  1940,  by  Executive  Order  8578 
(Withdrawal  of  Public  Land  for  use  of  the  War  Department  as  Aerial  Bombing  and 
Gunnery  Range),  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  withdrew  approximately  3,560,000  acres  of 
land  in  southern  Nevada  as  an  aerial  bombing  and  gunnery  range*.  4n  the  EO  it  is 
stated:  "By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me  by  section  1  of  the  act  of  July  9,  1918,  c. 
143,  40  Stat.  845,  848  (U.S.C.,  title  10,  sec.  1341),  it  is  ordered  that,  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights,  all  the  pubic  land  within  the  following-described  area  be,  and  it  is  hereby, 
withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the  public-land  laws,  including  the 
mining  laws,  and  reserved  for  the  use  of  the  War  Department  as  an  aerial  bombing  and 
gunnery  range."  The  EO  went  on  to  say:  'The  withdrawal  made  by  this  order  shall  take 
precedence  over,  but  shall  not  rescind  or  revoke,  as  to  any  of  the  land  affected  thereby 
in  the  above-described  area,  the  withdrawals  made  by  Executive  Order  No.  6910  of 
November  26,  1934,  as  amended,  and  Executive  Order  No.  7373  of  May  20,  1936, 
withdrawing  certain  lands  for  wildlife  and  other  purposes."  In  1941,  the  City  of  Las 
Vegas  purchased  and  improved  the  field  for  use  in  training  civilian  pilots.  Later  air 
gunnery  training  was  stated  in  1942  and  concentrated  on  training  B-17  gunnery  school. 
Early  in  1945,  B-29  gunnery  and  B-24  copilot  training  replaced  the  B-17  gunners.  Later 
that  year  the  base  was  deactivated.  It  was  reactivated  in  1949  as  the  host  of  the  Air 
Training  Command's  3595th  Pilot  Training  Wing  for  advance  single-engine  training.  A 
U.S.  Air  Force  Aircraft  Flexible  Gunnery  School  was  also  established  at  the  base  in 
1949.  Its  mission  was  to  train  instructors  in  all  phases  of  fighter  gunnery,  rocketry,  and 
dive  bombing.  Eventually,  this  effort  became  the  core  of  Nellis  AFB  program. 

As  evident  from  its  history,  Nellis  AFB  has  a  dynamic  and  varied  past  in  changing  out 
aircraft  to  more  advanced  fighter  vehicles.  Nellis  AFB  consists  of  the  Weapons  School, 
Operations  Group,  Logistic  Group,  Test  Group  and  USAF  Air  Deterrent  Squadron.  The 
F-15  C,  D,  &  E;  F-16  C  &  D;  A-10,  F-117A,  HH-60G,  and  T-38A  jet  aircraft  are  all 
currently  flown  by  the  57th  Wing. 

Since  1941,  Nellis  AFB  has  been  assigned  stewardship  of  the  parcel  of  land  in  Area  III. 
The  spur  under  review  was  an  existing  easement  to  Union  Pacific.  As  part  of  the 
easement  clause,  the  land  would  revert  back  to  the  City  of  Las  Vegas  once  the  rail  spur 
was  no  longer  used.  Since  1978,  Union  Pacific  has  not  used  the  subject  rail  spur. 
Therefore,  the  City  of  Las  Vegas  has  assumed  ownership  and  has  agreed  to  the  land 
swap  with  Nellis  AFB.  In  turn,  Nellis  AFB  is  leasering  the  property  to  RSC. 


3.2  Environmental  Setting 


The  climate  of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  typical  of  the  Basin  and  Range  Province  ranging 
from  arid  in  the  basin  lowlands,  to  semi-arid  on  the  alluvial  aprons,  to  sub-humid  in  the 
mountains.  The  arid  climate  of  the  basin  lowlands  is  characterized  by  low  relative 
humidity,  low  precipitation,  and  a  wide  variety  of  diurnal  temperatures.  Evaporation  in 
the  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  high.  This  is  partially  due  to  the  high  annual  average 
temperature,  but  is  also  influenced  by  wind  and  the  prevalent  low  humidity. 

Nellis  AFB,  located  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  one  of  the  driest  and  warmest  areas  in 
the  nation.  The  climate  consists  of  hot  summers,  cool  winters,  and  a  wide  fluctuation  in 
annual  rainfall.  Summer  temperatures  above  105  degrees  F.  and  winter  temperatures 
below  freezing  are  common.  The  average  daily  minimum  and  makirfaum  temperatures 
during  the  winter  months  are  about  35  degrees  and  60  degrees  F.  During  the  summer 
nights,  minimum  temperatures  average  70  to  75  degrees  F.  With  the  low  precipitation, 
high  evaporation,  the  absence  of  major  surface  waters,  moderately  deep  ground  water 
levels,  and  the  remoteness  of  the  area  limit  the  possible  pathways  for  hazardous 
contaminant  migration.  The  permeability  of  the  soil  is  low. 

3.3  Hazardous  Substances 

According  to  the  Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP)  program  manager,  no 
hazardous  substances  were  disposed  of  on  subject  property. 

3.3.1  Hazardous  Materials  and  Petroleum  Products 

A  site  visit,  review  of  IRP  records,  and  discussions  with  installation  personnel,  no 
hazardous  materials  or  petroleum  products  were  used  on  land  being  leased. 

3.3.2  Hazardous  and  Petroleum  Waste 

A  site  visit,  review  of  IRP  records,  and  discussions  with  installation  personnel,  no 
hazardous  materials  or  petroleum  products  were  disposed  of  on  land  being  leased. 

3.4  Installation  Restoration  Program  Contamination 

According  to  the  IRP  program  manager,  no  contamination  exist  on  site  being 
leased. 

3.5  Storage  Tanks 

3.5.1  Aboveground  Storage  Tanks 

No  petroleum  products  were  stored  or  used  on  the  properties  being  leased, 
therefore,  no  aboveground  storage  tanks  were  used  on  the  site. 


3.5.2  Underground  Storage  Tanks 


No  petroleum  products  were  stored  or  used  on  the  properties  being  leased, 
therefore,  no  underground  storage  tanks  were  used  on  the  site. 

3.5.3  Pipelines,  Hydrant  Fueling,  and  Transfer  Systems 

According  to  the  Nellis  Base  Comprehensive  Plan  (BCP),  no  pipeline,  hydrant 
fueling  or  lease  systems  exist  on  the  land  being  leased. 

3.6  OilAVater  Separators 

I  _ 

No  oil  water  separators  exist  on  the  land  being  leased.  *  * 

3.7  Pesticides 

No  facilities,  areas  of  training,  or  storage  of  pesticides  has  occurred  on  the  land 
being  leased,  therefore,  no  pesticides  exist  on  the  land  being  leased. 

3.8  Medical  or  Biohazards  Waste 

A  site  visit,  records  search,  and  discussions  with  base  personnel  found  no  indication 
of  medical  or  biohazard(s)  disposed  of  on  subject  property. 

3.9  Ordnance 

The  site  being  leased  was  never  used  for  ordnance  storage,  disposal,  or  training.  A 
site  visit,  record  review,  and  discussions  with  base  personnel  found  no  indications 
that  ordinances  where  ever  used  on  the  site  being  leased. 

3.10  Radioactive  Wastes 

Discussions  with  base  personnel  found  no  disposal  of  radioactive  wastes  on  the 
land  being  leased. 

3.11  Solid  Waste 

The  City  of  Las  Vegas  did  not  use  the  land  being  leased  by  the  Air  Force  as  a  waste 
area.  During  the  site  visit  limited  surface  debris  was  observed  and  picked  up.  No 
solid  waste  remains  on  the  site. 

3.12  Groundwater 

The  depth  to  ground  water  beneath  Nellis  AFB  ranges  from  60-120  feet  for  the 
shallow  aquifer  while  the  deeper  aquifer  is  600  - 1000  feet. 


3.13  Wastewater  Treatment,  Collection  and  Discharge 
The  site  was  not  used  to  treat  wastewater. 

3.14  Drinking  Water  Quality 

No  drinking  water  is  obtained  from  the  site  being  leased. 

3.15  Asbestos 

•  t 

No  asbestos  material  was  found  on  land  being  leased.  <  * 

3.16  Polychlorinated  Biphenyl’s 

No  PCBs  exist  on  the  site  being  leased. 

3.17  Radon 

No  facilities  exist  on  the  site  being  leased. 

3.18  Lead-Based  Paint 

No  facilities  exist  on  the  site  being  leased. 

Section  4.0  Findings  For  Adjacent  Properties 

4.1  Land  Use 

Nellis  AFB  consists  of  11,496.8  acres,  or  17.96  square  miles  of  land  area.  Area  III 
contains  1.9  square  miles  or  1 1  percent  of  the  total  Nellis  land  area.  The  area  is 
separated  from  the  main  base  by  Las  Vegas  Boulevard  to  the  southeast  of  the  land 
being  leased.  Land  use  varies  from  residential,  recreational,  open  space,  and 
industrial.  Approximately  865  acres  are  open  space,  200  acres  are  housing,  111  acres 
are  industrial,  and  21  acres  for  outdoor  recreation. 

4.2  Surveyed  Properties: 

BEGINNING  at  the  intersection  of  the  centerlines  of  .Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road; 

THENCE  southeasterly  along  the  centerline  of  said  teange' Road  a  distance  of  1255  feet; 
THENCE,  leaving  said  Range  Road  centerline,  southwesterly  and  at  right  angles  to  last-said 
course,  a  distance  of  450  feet; 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  northwesterly  a  distance  of  760  feet; 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  southwesterly  a  distance  of  420  feet; 


THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  northwesterly  a  distance  of  500  feet  to  the 
centerline  of  the  said  DRMO  Road; 

THENCE  northeasterly  along  the  centerline  of  said  DRMO  Road  by  various  courses  and 
distances,  to  the  POINT  OF  BEGINNING: 

EXCEPTING  THEREFROM  so  much  thereof  as  may  lie  within  the  paved  areas  of  Range  Road 
and  DRMO  Road; 

and  the  aggregate  area  of  said  parcel  of  land,  less  the  exception  noted  above,  being  about  17.4 
acres  of  land,  more  or  less. 


Section  5.0  Applicable  Regulatory  Compliance  Issues 

•  r 

5.1  List  of  Compliance  Issues:  '  ' 

The  attached  environmental  compliance  certificates  indicate  no  outstanding 
environmental  compliance  issues. 

5.2  Description  of  Corrective  Actions 

No  environmental  compliance  deficiencies  exist  on  properties  being  relinquished, 
therefore,  no  corrective  actions  will  be  required. 

5.3  Estimates  of  Various  Alternatives 

The  only  alternative  considered  in  the  environmental  assessment  was  the  no  action. 
Section  6.0  Conclusions 

A  review  of  the  Installation  Restoration  Program  found  no  contaminants  on  or  near  the 
land  being  leased.  Outside  of  sparse  surface  vegetation,  the  land  being  considered  for 
lease  is  very  disturbed.  No  natural  or  cultural  resources,  wetlands,  flood  plains,  or  any 
environmental  media  will  be  added  to  the  Nellis  AFB  inventory  of  environmental  * 
resources  if  the  land  was  leased. 

6.1  Facility  Matrix  (no  facilities  are  involved  in  the  subject  lease). 

6.2  Property  Categories  Map 

Buffer  zone  for  residential  and  recreational  activities. 

«•* 

6.3  Resources  Map 

Since  no  critical  resources  are  located  on  lands  being  leased,  no  resource  maps  are 
attached. 


6.4  Data  Gaps  (none) 

Section  7.0  Recommendations 

For  information  only. 

Section  8.0  Certifications 

Certification  of  the  Environmental  Baseline  Survey 
Certification  of  PCB  Clearance 
Certification  of  No  Contamination 

Certification  of  No  Asbestos  '  '  * 

Appendix  A:  Terms 

Appendix  B:  Maps 

Appendix  C:  Site  Photograph 

Appendix  D:  References 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base  Comprehensive  Plan  (1991) 

Nellis  AFB  Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP)  Management  Action  Plan  (1995) 
Biological  Assessment  (1992) 

Archaeological  Survey,  Area  III,  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada  (1995) 

Armed  Forces  Reserve  Center  Environmental  Assessment  (1995) 

Appendix  E:  Interviews 

Mr.  James  Pedrick,  Chief  Environmental  Restoration 

Mr.  Eric  Watkins,  staff  biologist 

Ms.  Mary  Ann  Cox,  real  property  specialist 


Certification  of  the  Environmental  Baseline  Survey 


The  Nellis  Air  Force  Base  Environmental  Management  Directorate  (99  ABW/EM)  has 
conducted  this  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  on  behalf  of  the  Air  Force.  99  ABW/EM 
has  reviewed  all  appropriate  records  made  available  and  conducted  visual  site  inspections 
of  the  selected  land  being  aquired.  The  information  contained  within  the  survey  report  is 
based  on  records  made  available  and,  to  the  best  of  99  AB  W/EM’s  knowledge,  is  correct 
and  current  as  of  3  July  1 996 


Certified  by: 

JAMES  Cj^ajEf  GS-12 
Environmental  Engineer 


5^ 


Approved  by: 

WALTER  J.  DONEGAN 


Colonel,  USAF 

Director,  Environmental  Management 


Date:  3  /y 

•  /  i 

Pat  V.Z9XZ.5/C 


Certification  of  PCB  Clearance* 


A  records  search  and  on-site  inspection  indicate  that  this  property  has  not  been  exposed  to 
PCB  materials  or  equipment. 


Certified  bv:  ^» —  Date:  3  7 S' 

JAMES  C^Pfe,  GS-12  * 

Environmental  Engineer 

Approved  by:  Pat 

WALTER  J.  DONEGAN  0  T~ 

Colonel,  USAF 

Director,  Environmental  Management 


Certification  of  No  Contamination 


The  property  being  aquired  contains  no  known  hazardous  substances  as  that  term  is 
defined  in  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and  Liability  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  9601),  as  amended,  or  other  contamination  as  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  and  Recovery  Act  of  1976,  the  implementing  of  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  regulations  (40  CFR  Parts  261, 262, 263  and  761),  and  the  Federal  Property 
Management  Regulations  (41  CFR  Part  101/47).  A  complete  search  of  agency  files 
revealed  that  no  hazardous  substance  has  been  stored  for  more  than  one  year,  known  to 
have  been  released,  or  disposed  of  on  the  land  being  acquired. 


Certified  by: 

JAMES  CAKJPE,  GS-12 
Environmental  Engineer 


Approved  by: 

WALTER  J.  DONEGAL" 

Colonel,  USAF 

Director1,  Environmental  Management 


Date: 


Date:«2f^C 


Certification  of  Asbestos  Clearance* 


A  records  search  and  on-site  inspection  indicate  that  this  property  has  not  been  exposed 
asbestos  materials  or  equipment. 


Certified  bv: 

JAMES  CAMFk,  GS-12  “ 


Environmental  Engineer 


Approved  by:  jk 


WALTER  J.  DONEG/ 

Colonel,  USAF 
Director,  Environmental  Management 


Date 


•  /  t 

Date: 


PROPOSED  ARMED  FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER 
AREA  III,  NELLIS  AFB,  NV 


I"  STREET 


U.S.  ARMED  FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER 
Nellis  AFB,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Prepared  for:  63rd  RSC 


APPENDIX  C  -  SITE  PHOTOGRAPH 


RE  PLY  TO 
ATTENTION  Of 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

HEADQUARTERS,  63D  REGIONAL  SUPPORT  COMMAND 
PO  Box  3001 

LOS  ALAMITOS,  CALIFORNIA  90720-1301 


AFRC-CC  A-EN -P  (405) 


2  March  1998 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  558th  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  (ACC) 

ATTN:  558  CES-CEER  (Ms.  Judy  Pace),  6020  Beale  Avenue, 
Nellis  AFB,  NV  89191-7260 

SUBJECT:  Request  for  Additional  Land  for  Military  Equipment  Park  (MEP)  at  Armed  Forces 
Reserve  Center,  Nellis  AFB. 


1.  References: 

a.  Memorandum  to  the  above,  subject:  SAB,  dtd  23  Dec  97. 

b.  Phone  conversation  between  MS.  Judy  Pace  and  the  undersigned  on  or  about  20  Jan  98, 
subject:  SAB. 

c.  Phone  conversation  between  Mr.  Jim  Campe,  558th  Civil  Engineering  Squadron 
Environmental  Section,  and  the  undersigned  on  or  about  28  Jan  98,  subject:  SAB. 

2.  Request  the  enclosed  description  of  the  existing  permit,  #  DACA09-4-96-0039,  be  amended 
as  follows: 


BEGINNING  at  the  intersection  of  the  centerlines  of  Range  Road 
and  DRMO ; 

THENCE  southeasterly  along  the  centerline  of  said  Range  Road  a 
distance  of  1580  feet  (existing  is  1290  feet); 

THENCE,  leaving  said  Range  Road  centerline,  southwesterly  and  at 
right  angles  to  last-said  course,  a  distance  of  450  feet; 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  northwesterly  a 
distance  of  840  feet  (existing  is  550  feet); 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  southwesterly  a 
distance  of  440  feet; 

THENCE  at  right  angles  to  last-said  course,  northwesterly  a 
distance  of  753  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  centerline  of  the  said 
DRMO  Road; 

THENCE  northeasterly  along  the  centerline  of  said  DRMO  Road  by 

various  courses  and  distances,  to  the  POINT  OF  BEGINNING: 

EXCEPTING  THEREFROM  so  much  thereof  as  may  lie  within  the  paved 

areas  of  Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road; 

and  the  aggregate  area  of  said  Parcel  of  Land,  less  the  exception 

noted  above,  being  about  24.4  acres  of  land,  more  or  less  (existing  is  21.8). 

////////////////////////////////////END  OF  DESCRIPTION/////////////////////////////////// 


SUBJECT:  Request  for  Additional  Land  for  Military  Equipment  Park  (MEP)  at  Armed  Forces 
Reserve  Center,  Nellis  AFB 

3.  The  above  changes  will  provide  the  necessary  area  to  park  all  vehicles  that  belong  to  the  units 
located  at  the  facility  (see  enclosure  1). 

4.  We  have  contacted  Cal-Nevada  Petroleum  Pipeline  and  spoke  to  determine  if  there  were  any 
objections  to  paving  over  the  pipeline  (see  enclosure  2).  They  stated  that  there  is  no  objection 
provided  the  following  stipulations: 

a.  Cal-Nevada  Petroleum  Pipeline  Engineers  are  provided  with  complete  drawings  and 
specifications  to  review  and  approve. 

i  t 

b.  In  the  language  of  the  permit  it  states  that  if  the  pipeline  needs  to  be  repaired,  they  will 
sawcut  the  pavement,  excavate,  backfill,  and  compact  but  will  not  be  responsible  for 
improvements  (i.e.  repaving). 

5.  POC  for  this  action  is  the  undersigned  at  (562)  795-1438. 

Ends:  MARK  A.  CUTLER 

As  stated  Real  Estate  Specialist 

CF: 

US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Nevada  Project  Office,  ATTN:  Ed  Peterson 


FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT 


1 .0  Name  of  the  Action 

Armed  Forces  Reserve  Center/Organizational  Maintenance  Shop  (AFRC/OMS) 

2.0  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

Construct  and  operate  an  Armed  Forces  Reserve  Center/Organizational  Maintenance  Shop  for 
the  63rd  Regional  Support  Command  (RSC).  This  facility,  to  be  located  in  Area  III  of  Nellis  AFB, 
would  provide  operations  and  training  facilities  for  the  U.S.  Army,  U.S.  Navy,  and  U.S.  Marine 
Corps  Reserves. 

Four  alternatives  were  considered  in  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA):  the  Proposed  Action 
locating  the  AFRC/OMS  on  a  16.5-acre  parcel  in  Area  III,  constructing  a  smaller  10-acre  facility  at 
the  same  intersection  in  Area  III,  building  a  16.5-acre  facility  consisting  of  two  separate  operations 
spanning  DRMO  Road,  and  the  no  action  alternative. 

3.0  Summary  of  Environmental  Impact 

3.1  Air  Quality 

The  proposed  action  would  have  short-term  negative  impacts  to  air  emissions  during  construction 
due  primarily  to  the  need  to  back-fill  the  proposed  site  with  130,000  cubic  yards  of  fill  materials. 

Air  quality  impacts  would  occur  from  Particulate  Matter  10  (PM10)  emissions  (15  Tons)  caused  by 
the  handling  and  placement  of  soil  and  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  emissions  (0.66  Tons)  from  vehicle 
operations  related  to  excavation,  transportation,  and  placement  of  the  fill  materials.  Emissions  are 
below  de  minimis  levels,  therefore,  a  formal  conformity  analysis  is  not  required. 

Long-term  air  quality  impacts  would  primarily  be  a  result  of  operation  of  the  Heavy  Equipment 
Transports  (HETs)  which  are  the  largest  equipment  component  at  the  AFRC/OMS  facility. 
Operation  of  these  vehicles  exceed  current  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  air  emissions 
standards  for  PM10  and  NOx.  The  Department  of  the  Army  (DA)  has  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  from  the  EPA  exempting  these  vehicles  from  emission  standards. 

3.2  Noise 

A  short-term  negative  impact  would  result  from  heavy  construction  equipment  involved  in  site 
work  and  facilities  construction.  This  disturbance  would  be  short-term  and  intermittent  in  nature 
and  primarily  confined  to  weekday  daylight  hours 

Long-term  noise  impacts  exceed  local  noise  ordinances  but  would  be  reduced  to  below  55  dBA 
(at  Caffarelli  Court  and  Family  Campground)  with  the  installation  of  noise  attenuation  walls. 

3.3  Water 

No  surface  water  occurs  at  the  site.  Impacts  to  surface  water  runoff  are  considered  positive  by 
incorporating  retention  basins  in  the  design.  This  would  reduce  the  potential  for  surface  water 
runoff  during  a  flood  event.  The  project  has  no  direct  impact  to  ground  water  and  no  net  increase 
in  water  use  is  anticipated  for  this  project. 


3.4  Biological  Resources: 


No  impact  to  biological  resources  are  anticipated  for  this  proposed  action  due  to  prior  site 
excavation. 

3.5  Land  Use: 

The  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  nearby  industrial  developments.  However,  the  land  use  is 
also  mixed  with  residential  and  recreation  areas  which  would  be  affected  by  noise  and  emissions. 
Air  Force  personnel  living  in  Caffarelli  Court  and  personnel  using  the  family  camp  grounds  are 
located  nearby  the  proposed  location  and  would  be  affected  by  noise  and  air  emissions. 

3.6  Traffic: 

Relocation  of  the  Reserve  facility  to  Nellis  AFB  would  have  a  beneficial  impact  to  the  Sahara 
Avenue  area  in  Las  Vegas  with  the  reduction  of  45  full  time  employees  during  normal  week-days 
work-hours.  Of  greater  importance,  the  proposed  project  would  eliminate  a  week-end  peak  of  553 
Reservists  during  summer  drill  periods.  Traffic  on  Range  Road  at  Nellis  AFB  would  increase  as  a 
result  of  the  relocation  of  the  AFRC/OMS  facility. 

3.7  Cultural  Resources: 

No  impact  due  to  extensive  disturbance  at  area  as  a  result  of  prior  site  excavation. 

4.0  Conclusion 

The  proposed  action  does  not  represent  a  major  federal  action  with  significant  impacts  to  the 
human  or  natural  environment,  therefore  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  not  required.  A 
Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  is  thus  warranted 


CHRISTOPHER  S.  LONG 
Colonel,  USAF 
Vice  Commander 
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Executive  Summary 


The  U.  S.  Army  Reserve,  in  conjunction  with  the  U.S.  Navy  Reserve  and  the  U.S.  Marine 
Corps.  Reserve,  propose  to  construct  and  maintain  an  Armed  Forces  Reserve 
Center/Organizational  Maintenance  Shop  (AFRC/OMS)  facility  on  Nellis  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  property  near  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  Construction  is  proposed  to  start  in  fiscal  year 
1996  and  to  be  completed  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  current  AFRC  facilities,  under  the  direction  of  the  63rd  Armed  Forces  Reserve 
Command  (ARCOM)  has  outgrown  their  existing  facilities  within  the  Las  Vegas  city  limits, 
and  cannot  expand  to  meet  current  or  future  training  and  operational  requirements  for  its  700 
member  contingent.  This  is  due  to  a  lack  of  suitable  available  real  estate  at  this  location. 
Nellis  AFB  has  tentatively  agreed  to  citing  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility  in  Area  III  of 
Nellis  AFB. 

Four  alternatives  are  presented  for  the  planned  AFRC/OMS  project:  the  proposed  action  to 
construct  a  new  AFRC/OMS  facility  on  16. 5 -acres  of  land  at  the  intersection  of  Range  Road 
and  DRMO  Road;  construct  a  similar  facility  on  a  smaller  (10-acre)  parcel  of  land  at  the 
same  intersection;  construction  of  a  new  16.5-acre  facility  spanning  DRMO  Road  on  the 
west  side  of  Range  Road,  or  no  action. 

The  proposed  action  is  to  construct  a  new  16.5-acre  facility,  triangular  in  shape,  at  the 
intersection  of  Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road  in  Area  HI  of  Nellis  AFB.  The  site  would 
consist  of  three  permanent  structures:  a  68,616  square  ft  (SF)  training  facility  a  1,052  SF 
unheated  storage  facility,  and  a  14,775  SF  maintenance  facility.  Additional  site 
improvements  would  include  a  paved  parking  area  of  15,607  square  yards  (SY)  in  the  rear  of 
the  site  for  the  AFRC  contingent  of  heavy  vehicles  and  equipment  and  a  9,142  SQ  area  for 
privately  owned  vehicles  (POV). 

Alternative  No.  1  to  the  proposed  action  would  be  to  construct  a  smaller  facility  at  the  same 


ES-l 


intersection  of  Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road,  compressing  all  operations  into  a  10-acre 
parcel.  Buildings  and  parking  aieas  would  be  simiLt  ir:  size  to  the  proposed  action. 

Selection  of  this  alternative  would  require  the  relocation  of  two  domestic  w  ater  pipelines  and 
pipeline  easements  crossing  the  ten  acre  parcel.  This  would  require  additional  subsurface 
disturbance  to  the  area  and  increase  short  term  fugitive  dust  emissions  in  the  area. 


Alternative  No.  2  would  move  the  Organizational  Maintenance  Shop  (OMS)  and  heavy 
equipment  parking  north  of  DRIvlO  Road,  further  away  from  the  Caffarelli  Court  and 
Family  Campground  area.  All  structures,  parking,  and  open  space  would  be  the  same  as  the 
proposed  action.  Table  ES-1  presents  a  comparison  of  impacts  for  each  alternative. 


The  no  action  Jve  wotiM  continue  Reservist  activities  at  their  current  operating 

location  in  downtown  Las  Vegas.  This  alternative  would  negatively  impact  the  Reserves 
ability  to  meet  their  specific  missions  of  providing  well  trained  personnel  for  serv  ice  in  the 
event  of  war  or  national  disaster  and  would  continue  to  contribute  to  the  increased  traffic 
congestion  in  the  downtown  Las  Vegas  area.  The  following  table  further  illustrates  the 
impacts  of  each  alternative  considered  in  the  dev  elopment  of  the  proposed  project. 
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Table  ES-1 


Summary  and  Comparison  of  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


Issues 

Proposed  Site 

Alternative  §  1 

Alternative  f  2 

No  Action 

Air  Quality 

Short-term  -  increase  in  PM,0  (15  tons) 
and  CO  (0.66Tons)  emissions.  The 
PM,0  emissions  would  be  reduced  by 

50  percent  by  watering  twice  daily. 

CO  emissions  would  be  reduced  by 
limiting  vehicle  idle  to  less  than  3 
minutes.  Emissions  are  at  de  minimus 
levels. 

Long-term  -  HETs  exceed  EPA 
Standards  for  PM10  and  NO,  .  The 
Department  of  the  Army  (DA  )  has  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  (Oct88)  exempting  vehicles. 

Short-term  -  increase  in  PM,0  (10 
Tons)  and  CO  (.50  Tons) 
emissions.  The  PMt0  emissions 
would  be  reduced  by  50  percent 
by  watering  twice  daily.  CO 
emissions  would  be  reduced  by 
limiting  vehicle  idle  to  less  than  3 
minutes.  Emissions  are  at  de 
minimus  levels. 

Long-term  -  HETs  exceed  EPA 
Standards  for  PM,0  and  NO,.  The 
DA  has  a  MOU  (Oct88) 
exempting  vehicle. 

Short-term  -  increase  in  PM,0  (15 
Tons)  and  CO  (0.66  Tons) 
emissions.  The  PM,0  emissions 
would  be  reduced  by  50  percent 
by  watering  twice  daily.  CO 
emissions  would  be  reduced  by 
limiting  vehicle  idle  to  less  than  3 
minutes.  Emissions  are  at  de 
minimus  levels. 

Long-term  -  HETs  exceed  EPA 
Standards  for  PM,0  and  NO,.  The 
DA  has  MOU  (Oct88)  exempting 
vehicles. 

No  Impact 

Noise 

Short-term  -  construction  would  be 
temporary 

(less  than  6  months)  and  during  week¬ 
day  daylight  hours. 

Long-term  -  Operations  of  the  HET 
vehicles  in  expected  numbers  would 
violate  local  noise  ordinances  for  land 
use.  A  noise  wall  would  be  required 
to  reduce  noise  impact  to  Caffarelli 

Court  to  less  than  55  dBA. 

Short-term  -  construction  would 
be  temporary  (less  than  6  months) 
and  during  week-day  daylight 
hours. 

Long-term  -  Operations  of  the 

HET  vehicles  in  expected  numbers 
would  violate  local  noise 
ordinances  for  land  use.  A  noise 
wall  would  be  required  to  reduce 
noise  impact  to  Caffarelli  Court  to 
less  than  55  dBA. 

Short-term  -  construction  would 
be  temporary  (less  than  6  months) 
and  during  week-day  daylight 
hours. 

Long-term  -  Operation  of  the 

HET  vehicles  in  expected  numbers 
would  violate  local  noise 
ordinances  at  fence  line.  Impact 
to  Caffarelli  Court  would  be 
reduced  significantly  . 

No  Impact 

Water  Use 

Short-term-  use  of  water  for  dust 
control  and  by  construction  workers 
provided  by  sub-contractor 

Long-term  -  Full-time  staff  -136,000 
Gal/Mo. 

Reservists  -  313,600  Gal/2-week 
period-  No  significant  impact. 

Short-term  -  use  of  water  for  dust 
control  and  by  construction 
workers  provided  by  sub¬ 
contractor. 

Long-term  -  Full-time  staff- 
136,000  Gal/Mo.  Reservists- 
313,600  Gal/2-  week  period  -  No 
significant  impact. 

Short-term  -  use  of  water  for  dust 
control  and  by  construction 
workers  provided  by  sub¬ 
contractor. 

Long-term  -Full-time  staff- 
136, 000  Gal/Mo. 

Reservists  -  313,600  Gal/2-  week 
period  -  No  significant  impact. 

No  Impact 

Biology 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

Land  Use 

Residential/Recreational /Industrial 
Short-term  -  Temporary  increase  in 
construction  personnel 

Long-term  -  Potential  conflict  with 

Base  Comprehensive  Plan 

Residential/Recreational/Industrial 
Short-term  -  Temporary  increase 
in  construction  personnel. 

Long-term  -  Less  impact  than  the 
proposed  action  but  still 
inconsistent  with  Base 
Comprehensive  Plan. 

Residential  /Recreational/ 

Industrial. 

Short-term  -  Temporary  increase 
in  construction  personnel 

Long-term  -  Acceptable  use  of 
Base  property. 

Residential/ 

Commercial 

Cultural 

Resources 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

Hazardous 

Materials 

Management 

Short-term  -  No  impact 

Long-term  -  HAZMART  use  required- 
No  impact 

Short-term  -  No  impact 

Long-term  -  HAZMART  use 
required.  No  impact 

Short-term  -  No  impact 

Long-term  -  HAZMART  use 
required-No  impact 

No  Impact 

Hazardous 

Waste  Mgmt 

Short-term  -  No  significant  impact 
Long-term  -  RCRA  Part  B-  Estimated 
less  than  100  gallons/quarter  of  used 
oil.  No  impact 

Short-term  -  No  significant  impact 
Long-term  -  RCRA  Part  B- 
Estimated  less  than  100 
gallons/quarter  of  used  oil.  No 
impact. 

Short-term  -  No  significant  impact 
Long-term  -  RCRA  Part  B- 
Esti  mated  less  than  100 
gallons/quarter  of  used  oil.  No 
impact 

No  Impact 

Solid  Waste 
Management 


Little  solid  waste.  Uses  existing  Base 
contractors.  No  impact 


Little  solid  waste.  Uses  existing 
Base  contractors.  No  impact. 


Little  solid  waste.  Uses  existing 
Base  contractors.  No  impact. 


No  Impact 
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INTRODUCTION 


In  the  spring  of  1993,  representative*  fr;m  the  Ur  iiea  States  (U.S.)  Army  approached  Nellis 
Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  about  the  potential  for  constructing  an  Armed  Forces  Reserve  Center 
and  Organizational  Maintenance  Shop  (AFRC/OMS)  at  Nellis  AFB,  near  Las  Vegas, 

Nevada.  The  existing  Reserv  e  facilities,  located  at  the  southeastern  edge  of  the  Las  Vegas  city 
limits,  were  built  for  the  U.S.  Army,  the  U.S.  Navy,  and  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  Reserves  in 
the  early  1960s.  It  is  overcrowded  and  cn.mot  meet  operational  requirements.  The  lack  of 
sufficient,  suitable  real  estate  for  expansion  in  the  nearby  area  further  contributes  to  the 
overcrowded  condition. 


Discussions  with  Nellis  AFB  have  identified  a  proposed  construction  site  for  the  AFRC/OMS 
facility  and  two  possible  act. on  alternatives  oil  Base  property.  A  16.5-acre  parcel  has  been 
identified  as  a  potential  site  :n  Area  FIT  of  Nellis  AFB  that  would  satisfy  the  needs  of  the 
proposed  facility.  The  planned  facility  would  serve  as  the  base  of  operations  for 
approximately  700  Reserv  ists  and  consist  of  three  permanent  buildings  and  parking  for 
personnel  and  military  vehicles.  The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  construct  a  new 
AFRC/OMS  that  would  fulfill  the  operational  maintenance  and  training  needs  of  the  three 
Reserv  e  organizations  and  allow  each  Branch  of  the  military’  to  fulfill  their  mission  objectives 
of  providing  well  trained  personnel  for  rapid  deployment  in  the  event  of  war  or  national 
emergency.  If  approved,  construction  would  be  expected  to  start  on  the  proposed  facility  in 
fiscal  year  1996  and  be  completed  in  fiscal  year  1997.  This  environmental  assessment  (EA) 
evaluates  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility  ,  two  action  alternative  sites,  and 
no  action. 


The  proposed  prefect  has  the  po'entia*  io  impact  air  quality’,  noise,  water  resources  (water 
usage  and  .unV.ce  water  disc!  .'.rge),  biological  resou-cc.,  land  use,  traffic,  cultural  resources, 
and  hazardous  waste.  Resources  that  are  not  expected  to  be  impacted  are:  floodplains, 
grazing,  minerals,  and  socioeconomics.  Because  these  latter  resources  are  not 
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expected  to  be  impacted,  they  are  not  discussed  in  the  EA. 
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1.0  PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 


The  U.S.  Army  Reserve,  in  conjunction  with  the  U.S.  Navy  Reserve  and  the  U.S.  Marine 
Corps  Reserve,  propose  to  construct  and  maintain  an  Armed  Forces  Reserve 
Center/Organizational  Maintenance  Shop  (AFRC/OMS)  on  Nellis  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 
property.  Construction  is  proposed  to  start  in  fiscal  year  1996  and  to  be  completed  in  fiscal 
year  1997. 


This  environmental  assessment  (EA)  was  prepared  in  compliance  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969  (Public  Law  91-190),  and  the  implementing 
regulations  of  the  President's  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  (40  CFR  Parts  1500 
through  1508),  which  require  Federal  agencies  to  analyze  the  potential  environmental  impacts 
of  their  proposed  actions  and  alternatives  to  these  actions.  Air  Force  Instruction  (AFI)  32- 
7061  implements  NEPA  and  CEQ  regulations  for  the  Air  Force.  Details  of  the  environmental 
regulations  guiding  the  Air  Force's  preparation  o>  NEPA  documents  are  presented  in  32  CFR 
(Chapter  VII)  Part  989.  Further,  the  U.  S.  Air  Force  "Handbook  to  Environmental  Quality" 
provides  guidance  in  achieving  Air  Force  environmental  goals.  Army  Regulations  on  the 
Environmental  Effects  of  Army  Actions  (AR200-1  and  AR200-2)  and  Navy/Marine  Corps 
"Procedures  for  Implementing  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act",  32  CFR  (Chapter 
YTI)  Part  775,  were  all  considered  in  the  eparation  of  this  EA.  As  a  general  rule,  since  the 
proposed  facility  would  be  located  on  Air  Force  property,  Air  Force  environmental 
regulations  would  be  in  effect.  The  exception  to  this  rule  is  if  the  other  service  Branches 
impose  more  stringent  environmental  control  regulations;  in  wrhich  case,  their  regulations 
would  take  precedence.  The  individual  services  Branches  will  be  responsible  for  compliance 
with  all  permits  and  licenses  issued  in  their  names. 


1.1  Background 


The  U.S.  Army  Reserve,  the  U.S.  Navy  Reserve,  and  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  under 
the  direction  of  the  63rd  Regional  Support  Command  (RSC),  currently 
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conduct  military  reserve  activities  at  their  existing  facility  at  the  southeastern  edge  of  the  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada,  city  limits.  As  illustrated  in  figure  1-1,  the  Ryland  G.  Taylor  AFRC/OMS 
facility  is  located  on  Sahara  Avenue,  one  of  the  busiest  east-west  arterial  roads  in  the  Las 
Vegas  area.  The  facility  is  overcrowded,  outdated,  and  cannot  meet  the  current  or  future 
training  and  operational  requirements  of  the  three  military  Branches. 

The  existing  AFRC  Reserve  facilities  are  aging  and  in  need  of  significant  improvements,  are 
inadequate  to  meet  the  proposed  mission  of  the  63rd  ARCOM,  and  lack  sufficient  space  to 
store  the  number  of  Heavy  Equipment  Transport  (HET)  vehicles  planned  for  the  facility. 
Undeveloped  land  does  exist  to  the  north  of  the  existing  AFRC  site,  but  the  area  is 
surrounded  by  single  family  residences  on  the  north  and  east  sides.  Two  parks  (Miller  Park 
and  Jaycee  Park)  are  also  in  the  immediate  area.  Figure  1-2  illustrates  the  composition  of 
buildings  on  the  same  block  as  the  existing  AFRC  facility.  In  addition  to  the  buildings 
illustrated  on  figure  1-2,  the  state  of  Nevada  Bradley  Building  is  located  on  the  southwest 
corner  of  the  block.  Also,  the  State  of  Nevada,  Department  of  Agriculture,  Weights  and 
Measures  Division  occupies  facilities  on  the  same  block,  along  McLeod  St.  The  remainder 
of  Sahara  Avenue  in  the  general  area  of  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  is  comprised  of  retail 
shopping  and  automotive  dealerships. 

The  Army  Reserve  approached  Nellis  AFB  about  the  possibilities  of  constructing  a  new 
AFRC/OMS  on  Nellis  AFB  property.  Nellis  AFB  personnel  agreed  to  the  potential  of 
locating  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  on  Nellis  AFB  property,  thus  creating  the  foundation  and 
need  for  the  preparation  of  this  EA. 

Nellis  AFB  is  located  in  the  Great  Basin  area  of  Southwestern  Nevada,  approximately  10 
miles  northwest  of  Lake  Mead.  The  city  of  Las  Vegas  lies  approximately  8  miles  southwest 
of  the  Base,  with  the  city  of  North  Las  Vegas  lying  between  the  Base  and  T^s  Vegas.  Figure 
1-3  shows  the  general  location  of  Nellis  AFB. 

Nellis  AFB  land  holdings  consist  of  approximately  18  square  miles  subdivided  into  three 
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Figure  1-1,  General  Location  of  Ryland  G.  Taylor  AFRC/OMS 

Facility 


U.S.  ARMED  FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER 
Nellis  AFB,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 


Prepared  for:  63rd  ARCOM 
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Figure  1-2,  Composition  of  Buildings  on  Block  with  AFRC/OMS 
Facility 
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U.S.  ARMED  FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER 
Nellis  AFB,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Prepared  for:  63rd  ARCOM 


Figure  1-3,  General  Area  Map 


distinct  areas.  Areal,  the  Nellis  Main  Base;  Area  II,  the  Munitions  Area,;  and  Area  III, 
which  consists  of  housing,  recreation,  tank  farms,  and  other  military  operations.  The 
proposed  action  and  the  alternatives  evaluated  are  all  located  in  Area  III,  within  the 
boundaries  of  Section  33,  Township  19  South,  Range  62  East.  Figure  1-4  identifies  the 
specific  location  of  Area  m. 

1.2  Need  for  the  Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility  would  provide  the  63rd  ARCOM,  Navy,  and  Marines 
with  sufficient  space  and  facilities  to  administer  Reserve  activities,  conduct  training,  and 
provide  individual/unit  storage  for  equipment  and  stores  to  support  a  700  member  Reserve 
contingent.  The  facility  would  eliminate  overcrowding  at  the  current  Taylor  facility  and 
reduce  weekend  traffic  congestion  on  a  busy  section  of  Sahara  Avenue.  Recorded  traffic 
volumes  on  Sahara  Avenue  to  the  west  of  the  existing  site  indicate  an  annual  average  daily 
traffic  count  of  52,800  vehicles  in  1993  (NDOT,  1993) 

1.3  Decision  to  be  Made 

Three  action  alternatives  were  examined  as  potential  alternatives  for  the  new  facilities.  The 
decision  to  be  made  is  whether  to  (1)  construct  and  operate  a  new  Reserve  facility  of 
approximately  16.5-acres  at  the  proposed  site,  south  of  DRMO  Road,  (2)  construct  and 
operate  a  smaller  facility  in  the  same  area  consisting  of  only  10  acres,  (3)  construct  and 
operate  a  new  Reserve  facility  of  approximately  16.5-acres  spanning  both  sides  of  DRMO 
Road,  or  (4)  take  no  action. 

1.4  Environmental  Issues  and  Scope  of  Analysis 

This  EA  examines  the  potential  consequences  of  constructing  a  new  AFRC/OMS  facility  on 
Nellis  AFB  property  in  an  unincorporated  portion  of  Clark  County,  Nevada.  The  potential 
impacts  to  air  quality,  noise,  water  resources,  biological  resources,  land  use,  traffic, 
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U.S.  ARMED  FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER 
Nellis  AFB,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Prepared  for:  63rd  ARCOM 
Figure  1-4,  Nellis  AFB  Site  Map 
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cultural  resources,  and  hazardous  wastes  are  evaluated  under  each  action  alternative.  The 
impacts  of  taking  no  action  are  also  reviewed  as  a  part  of  this  EA. 

Several  resource  types  would  not  be  impacted  as  part  of  the  proposed  action  or  no  action 
alternative.  These  resources  are  wetlands,  floodplains,  grazing,  minerals,  and 
socioeconomics. 

1.5  Authorizing  Actions 

Compliance  with  the  regulatory  requirements  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  the 
AFRC/OMS  facility  is  a  combined  effort  of  Nellis  AFB,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  and  the  Armed  Forces  Reserve  Command.  A  final  decision  on  the  need  for 
specific  permits  would  be  based  on  consultation  with  each  responsible  regulatory  agency  or 
permitting  agency. 


10 


2.0  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 


2.1  Proposed  Action 

The  United  States  Army  Reserve,  in  conjunction  with  the  U.S.  Navy  Reserve,  and  the  U.S. 
Marine  Corps  Reserve,  proposes  to  construct  and  operate  a  combined  AFRC/OMS  training 
facility  at  Nellis  AFB,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  The  entire  facility  would  be  built  on  a  16.5- 
acre  site  at  the  intersection  of  Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road.  This  parcel  is  roughly 
triangular  in  shape  with  a  1600-foot  frontage  along  Range  Road  and  a  1200-foot  frontage 
along  DRMO  Road.  Figure  2-1  illustrates  the  location  of  the  project. 

Three  distinct  Armed  Forces  Reserve  organizations  would  occupy  the  AFRC/OMS  facility; 
the  Army  Reserves,  the  Navy  Reserves,  and  the  Marine  Corps  Reserves.  The  single 
largest  user,  both  in  terms  of  personnel  and  space,  would  be  the  U.S.  Army’s  257th 
Transport  Company.  This  Company  maintains  and  stores  vehicles  for  the  transport  of  tanks 
and  other  pieces  of  large  equipment.  Table  2-1  provides  the  equipment  allowance  list  for  the 
Las  Vegas  unit. 

Two  Army  Reserve  Units  are  the  U.S.  Army’s  contingent  of  the  AFRC/OMS.  The  U.S. 
Army  mission  requirements  dictate  the  minimum  space  requirements  for  a  new  AFRC/OMS 
facility.  The  primary  vehicles  driving  the  space  requirements  are  the  Army’s  Heavy 
Equipment  Transporter  (HET)  vehicles  and  trailers  utilized  for  hauling  the  M1A1  main  battle 
tank.  Figure  2-2  illustrates  the  vehicle  package.  The  overall  size  of  the  HET  vehicle  and 
trailer  as  a  unit  is  82  feet  long  by  8.5  feet  wide.  These  dimensions  are  with  the  HET’s  side- 
view  mirrors  collapsed.  Extension  of  the  mirrors  adds  approximately  four  feet  to  the  width 
of  the  vehicle. 

The  U.S.  Navy  plans  to  relocate  six  U.S.  Navy  Reserve  units  to  the  AFRC/OMS  facility. 
The  Naval  units  are  the:  1)  Shore  Intermediate  Maintenance  Activity,  San  Diego;  2)  Forth 
Marine  Division  2/23  Detachment  F.;  3)  Naval  Hospital,  Camp  Pendleton  D519;  4) 
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Table  2-1 

U.S.  Army  Reserve  Equipment  Allowance 


Description 

Requisition 

Authorized 

Charger  Radiac  Detect 

5 

5 

Compressor  Unit 

1 

1 

Electric  Transfer  Keying 

5 

5 

Generator  Set:  DED  Skid  Mounted 

1 

1 

Generator  Set:  DED  Skid  Mounted 

1 

1 

Generator  Set:  DED  Skid  Mounted  1 

1 

Generator  Set:  DED  Skid  Mounted 

1 

1 

Generator  Set,  Diesel  Engine 

1 

1 

Installation  Kit,  MK 

4 

4 

Installation  Kit,  MK-1967 

1 

1 

Installation  Kit,  MK- 

10 

10 

Installation  Kit,  MK- 

1 

1 

Installation  Kit,  MK-2146 

5 

5 

Installation  Kit,  MK-2147 

11 

11 

Installation  Kit,  MK-2148 

28 

28 

Heater,  duct  type  PTB 

4 

4 

Hose  Assembly,  Nonmet 

16 

16 

Installation  Kit,  MK-1443 

29 

29 

Kitchen  Field  Trailer 

1 

1 

Launcher,  Grenade 

4 

4 

Light  Set 

1 

1 

Machine  Gun  caliber 

12 

12 

Machine  Gun  7.52  mill 

4 

4 

Mask  CBR,  Protective 

299 

253 

Multimeter  Digital 

12 

12 

Mount  Tripod  Machine 

12 

12 

Mount  Tripod  Machine 

4 

4 

Mounter  and  Demounter 

4 

4 

Net  Control  Device 

1 

1 

Night  Vision  Sight  CR 

6 

6 

Night  Vision  Sight  IN 

2 

2 

Night  Vision  Goggle 

239 

239 

Power  Supply 

1 

1 

Pistol  9mm  Automatic 

1 

1 
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Table  2-1  (Corn.) 

U.  S.  Army  Reserve  Equipment  Allowance 


Description 

Requisition 

Authorized 

Radiometer 

16 

16 

Radio  Set 

43 

43 

Radio  Set 

1 

1 

Radio  Set  Control  Grd 

1 

1 

Range  Outfit  Field 

2 

2 

Radiac  Set 

6 

6 

Radiac  Set 

1 

1 

Reeling  machine  Cable 

1 

1 

Reeling  machine  Cable 

11 

11 

Radio  Test  Set 

1 

1 

Rifle  5.56  mm 

298 

252 

Speech  Security  Equipment 

45 

45 

Shop  Set 

4 

4 

Sanitation  Center 

1 

1 

Semi  Trailer  Flatbed 

2 

2 

Semi  Trailer  Van 

1 

1 

Shop  Equipment 

1 

1 

Tone  Signalling  Adapter 

1 

1 

Tool  Outfit  Hydraulic 

1 

1 

Telephone  wire 

2 

2 

Shop  Set  Spare  Parts 

2 

2 

Shop  Set  Spare  Parts 

1 

1 

Tape  Reader  General 

1 

1 

Telephone  Digital 

2 

2 

Truck  Utility  Cargo 

11 

11 

Truck  Wrecker 

4 

4 

Truck  Tank  Fuel 

4 

4 

Switchboard  Telephone 

1 

1 

Telephone  Set,  TA-312 

10 

10 

Tent,  Frame  Type 

4 

4 

Power  Supply  Vehicle 

45 

45 

Tool  Kit,  Automotive 

1 

1 

Tool  Kit,  General  Mechanical 

7 

7 

Tool  Kit,  General  Mechanical 

29 

29 

Tool  Kit,  Carpenters 

1 

1 
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Table  2-1  (Cont.) 

U.S.  Army  Reserve  Equipment  Allowance 


Description 

Requisition 

Authorization 

Tool  Kit,  Electric 

1 

1 

Weld  Shop  Trailer 

1 

1 

Tool  Kit,  Small  Arms 

1 

1 

Tool  Kit,  Welder 

2 

2 

Wireline  Adapter 

2 

2 

Torch  Outfit,  Cutting 

1 

1 

Towbar  Motor  Vehicle 

12 

12 

Trailer  Cargo 

2 

2 

Trailer  Cargo 

5 

5 

Trailer  Tank  Water 

2 

2 

Truck  Cargo 

4  . 

4 

Truck  Cargo 

1 

1 

Truck  Cargo 

2 

2 

Truck  Tractor 

2 

2 

Truck  Van  Expansible 

1 

1 

Truck  Van  Shop 

1 

1 

Watch  Wrist 

29 

24 

Wrench  Impact 

1 

1 

Wrench  Set  Socket 

1 

1 

Semitrailer  Lowbed 

96 

96 

Tent,  Extendible 

1 

1 

Truck  Tractor  Heavy 

96 

96 
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Figure  2-2,  Heavy  Equipment  Transporter 


Naval  Hospital,  Camp  Pendleton  P1917;  5)  Administration  NMCB,  Detachment  0817; 
and  6)  the  Voluntary  Training  Unit  1903  G.  The  Navy’s  mission  is  to  provide  trained  units 
and  qualified  personnel  for  active  duty  in  the  event  of  war  or  national  disaster  when 
authorized  by  law.  Specific  functions:  to  command  and  train  assigned  Naval  Reserve 
forces;  to  ensure  maximum  readiness  of  Reservists  in  anticipation  of  rapid  mobilization  in 
the  event  of  war  or  national  emergency;  and  to  serve  as  field  manager  for  the  Commander 
of  Naval  Reserve  Readiness  Command,  Region  20,  for  assigned  facilities,  equipment  and 
manpower  resources.  All  units  are  currently  operating  out  of  the  existing  AFRC  center  in 
southeast  Las  Vegas. 

The  U.  S.  Marine  Corps  would  locate  two  Marine  Corps  Reserve  units  in  the  proposed 
AFRC/OMS  facility.  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve  units  would  consist  of  relocating  the 
existing  Infantry  unit  from  the  Taylor  AFRC/OMS  facility  and  creating  a  new  Motor 
Transport  Unit.  The  new  Motor  Transport  unit  would  be  for  the  western  United  States, 
established  from  components  of  existing  Motor  Transport  units  in  the  eastern  U.  S.  Its 
purpose  is  to  provide  motor  transport  and  maintenance  training  in  support  of  the  Marine 
Corps  Twentynine  Palms  operations.  Table  2-2  identifies  the  type  of  equipment  that 
typically  would  be  found  in  a  Motor  Transport  unit. 

The  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility  would  include  administrative  areas,  classrooms,  library, 
learning  center,  assembly  hall,  arms  vaults,  woodworking  shop,  kitchen,  medical 
examination  rooms,  medical  storage,  physical  readiness  area,  locker  rooms, 
individual/unit  storage  functions,  vehicle  repair  bays,  military  equipment  parking  (MEP), 
and  privately  owned  vehicle  (POV)  parking.  The  facility  layout  would  be  designed  to 
maximize  the  existing  project  site  contour  by  utilizing  portions  of  the  already  excavated  areas 
for  retention  ponds,  while,  at  the  same  time,  avoiding  the  existing  water  pipelines  crossing 
the  property.  The  Reserve  center  is  sized  to  train  approximately  700  Reserve  members.  A 
full-time  staff  of  approximately  45  people  would  operate  the  facility  during  normal  business 
hours. 
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Table  2-2 


U.S.  Marine  Corps.  Equipment  Allowance  List 


Description  Quantity 

Hummer  Motor  Vehciles  7 

Sixcon  Fuel  Pumps  2 

Sixcon  Fuel  Tanks  (600gal.)  4 

DCC  353  Welder  1 

MK48  Diesel  Power  Units  8 

Assorted  Trailers  for  Power  Units  8 

5-Ton  Diesel  Trucks  7 

Water  Trailer  (400  gal.)  1 

2-1/2  Ton  Trailers  2 
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As  stated  earlier,  the  facility  would  be  occupied  by  two  U.S.  Army  Reserve  units,  six  U.S. 
Navy  Reserve  units,  and  two  U.S.  Marine  Corps  Reserve  units.  Reserve  meetings  are 
normally  conducted  one  or  two  nights  per  week  and  on  weekends.  The  facility  would 
require  the  construction  of  three  permanent  buildings.  These  include  a  68,619  square  foot 
(SF)  two-story  facility  having  an  approximate  foot  print  of  46,000  SF,  a  1,152  SF  unheated 
storage  facility,  and  a  14,755  SF  maintenance  facility.  Further,  a  15,607  square  yard  (SY) 
area  would  be  prepared  for  MEP  (truck  and  trailer  parking  plus  access)  and  9,142  SY  for 
POV  parking,  consisting  of  approximately  200  parking  spaces.  Figure  2-3  illustrates  a 
conceptual  design  of  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility.  Figure  2-4  is  a  picture  of  the 
proposed  site  as  it  currently  appears,  looking  south  along  DRMO  Road. 

Staffing  and  operations  conducted  by  each  Service  Branch  differ  in  numbers  and  complexity. 
Table  2-3  illustrates  the  level  of  personnel  planned  to  be  on  site  during  weekdays  and 
weekends.  The  U.S.  Navy  would  have  the  largest  weekday  staff,  estimated  to  be 
approximately  30  people.  The  U.S.  Marine  Corps  anticipates  a  full-time  weekday  staff  of  7 
people,  while  the  U.S.  Army  is  planning  for  8  full  time  staff  members.  The  weekday  staff 
would  work  normal  business  hours. 

Reserve  operations  also  vary  by  Branch  of  the  Service.  The  U.S.  Army  anticipates  that  the 
facility  would  be  used  by  up  to  20  people  one  night  per  week.  Reservists  would  meet  three 
weekends  per  month,  consisting  of  approximately  233  service  personnel.  Once  each  month, 
approximately  24  of  the  HET  vehicles  would  be  operating  at  the  same  time  as  a  part  of  U.S. 
Army  training  and  maintenance  exercises. 

The  Navy  Reserves  would  be  on  site  two  weekends  per  month.  Approximately  50-60  people 
would  participate  in  weekend  drills.  Once  or  twice  a  year,  a  maximum  of  260  personnel 
would  be  on  site  for  a  weekend  period. 

The  Marine  Corps  Reserves  anticipate  40-60  Reservists  one  weekend  per  month.  These 
same  Reservists  would  go  into  the  field  off  of  the  facility  for  two  weeks  once  each  year. 
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Table  2-3 

AFRC/OMS  Staffing 


Organization 

Weekday 

Weekend  Peak* 

U.S.  Army  Reserves 

50 

233 

U.S.  Navy  Reserves 

8 

260 

U.S.  Marine  Corps.  Reserves 

7 

<?0  . 

65 

553 

Peak  personnel  during  summer  drills.  Not  all  in  the  field  at  the  same  time. 
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Specific  maintenance  operations  to  be  conducted  by  each  Branch  of  the  Service  varies  to  a 
great  degree.  The  U.S.  Army  would  train  on  and  maintain  all  stationed  Army  vehicles 
conducting  operations  ranging  from  oil  changes  to  engine  overhaul. 

2.2  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action 

Two  viable  action  alternative  sites  were  identified  in  Area  HI  of  Nellis  AFB  as  potential 
candidate  sites  besides  the  proposed  action  site.  Several  criteria  were  used  to  determine  the 
feasibility  and  reasonableness  of  the  alternative  sites  for  the  proposed  Reserve  facility  and  to 
compare  their  suitability  to  the  proposed  action  site.  These  criteria,  and  the  alternatives 
considered,  are  shown  on  Table  2-4. 

2.2.1  Alternative  No.  1:  Range  Road/DRMO  Road  10-acre  site. 

Under  this  alternative,  the  AFRC/OMS  facilities  would  be  built  on  a  10-acre  parcel  of  land 
at  the  same  intersection  of  Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road.  Dimensions  for  this  parcel  are 
approximately  660’  x  660*.  The  facility  would  require  the  construction  of  three  permanent 
buildings.  These  include  a  68,619  SF  two-story  training  facility  having  an  approximate  foot 
print  on  the  site  of  46,000  SF,  a  1,152  SF  unheated  storage  facility,  and  14,755  SF 
maintenance  facility.  Further,  a  15,607  SY  area  would  be  prepared  for  MEP  (truck 
parking)  and  9,142  SY  for  POV  parking.  The  facility  would  be  designed  to  house  the  same 
number  of  reservists  and  store  similar  quantities  of  vehicles,  equipment  and  operating 
facilities  as  the  proposed  action.  Figure  2-5  shows  a  conceptual  design  of  alternative  No.  1. 

2.2.2  Alternative  No.  2:  North  of  DRMO  Road 

A  second  alternative  to  the  proposed  action  would  be  to  separate  the  training  operations  from 
the  maintenance  facility.  The  training  facility  would  be  constructed  identical  to  the  proposed 
action  at  the  intersection  of  DRMO  Road  and  Range  Road,  on  the  south  side  of  DRMO 
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Table  2-4 

Site  Selection  Criteria 


Selection  Criteria 

Proposed  Action 

Alternative  No.  1 

Alternative  No.  2 

No  Action 

Is  Air  Quality 

Impacted 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

None 

Is  Noise  a  Factor 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

None 

Is  Water  Quality  an 
Issue 

No 

No 

No 

None 

Is  Biology  an  Issue 

No 

No 

No 

None 

Is  Land  Use  Impacted 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

None 

Are  Cultural 

Resources  Affected 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Is  Hazardous 

Materials  Management 
Required 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Impact 

Is  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Issue 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Impact 

Is  Recycling  Required 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Impact 

Is  Solid  Waste 
Management  Required 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Impact 
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Truck  forking 
19.360  SY 


foU  * 
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Figure  2-5  Alternative  No.  1  Site  Conceptual  Design 
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Road.  The  site  would  occupy  approximately  10  acres  and  would  consist  of  a  68,619  SF  two- 
story  training  facility  having  a  footprint  of  approximately  46,000  SF  and  a  1,152  SF 
unheated  storage  facility.  A  9,142  SY  area  for  POV  parking  would  also  be  a  part  of  this 
site. 

The  OMS  and  MEP  would  be  constructed  north  of  DRMO  Road,  on  approximately  6.5 
acres  of  land  between  Range  Road  and  the  Railroad  tracks  to  the  west.  The  maintenance 
building  would  consist  of  approximately  14,755  SF  and  the  MEP  would  be  approximately 
15,607  SY.  These  facilities  would  be  designed  to  house  the  same  number  of  vehicles, 
equipment,  and  operating  facilities  as  the  proposed  action.  Figure  2-6  illustrates  the  location 
of  the  OMS  facility  north  of  DRMO  Road. 

2.2.3  No  Action 

Under  this  alternative,  the  U.S.  Army  Reserve,  the  U.S.  Navy  Reserve,  and  the  U.S. 
Marine  Corps  Reserve  would  continue  to  use  the  same  units  that  they  are  currently  occupying 
thereby  contributing  further  to  the  existing  overcrowded  operating  conditions  of  the  Reserve 
Units  and  continue  to  negatively  impact  traffic  in  southeastern  Las  Vegas.  Plans  for  the 
formation  of  two  new  service  units  (one  Army  and  one  Marine)  would  not  be  possible, 
thereby  adversely  impacting  two  Branches  of  the  military  in  carrying  out  their  respective 
missions. 

2.3  Comparison  of  Proposed  Actions  and  Alternatives 

A  total  of  three  action  alternative  sites  were  selected  and  evaluated  for  the  proposed 
AFRC/OMS  facility  in  the  Las  Vegas  area:  the  proposed  action  site  and  two  alternatives. 

All  sites  are  located  within  Area  ITT  of  Nellis  AFB. 

Section  2.2  and  Table  2-2  presented  the  rationale  and  criteria  utilized  in  the  formal  site 
selection  process.  The  three  sites  selected  during  this  evaluation  then  formed  the  basis  for 
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the  preparation  of  this  EA.  Table  2-5  summarizes  and  compares  the  major  environmental 
impacts  for  the  proposed  action  and  each  of  the  alternatives  considered  in  this  assessment 
including  No  Action.  Further  details  of  the  individual  impacts  examined  in  this  EA  can  be 
found  in  Section  4.0,  Environmental  Impacts  of  Proposed  Actions  and  Alternatives. 
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Table  2-5 


Summary  and  Comparison  of  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


Issues 

Proposed  Site 

Alternative  if  1 

Alternative  §  2 

No  Action 

Air  Quality 

Short-term  -  increase  in  PM,fl  (15  tons) 
and  CO  (0.66Tons)  emissions.  The 

PM  io  emissions  would  be  reduced  by 

50  percent  by  watering  twice  daily. 

CO  emissions  would  be  reduced  by 
limiting  vehicle  idle  to  less  than  3 
minutes.  Emissions  are  at  de  minimus 
levels. 

Long-term  -  HETs  exceed  EPA 

Standards  for  PM,0  and  NO,t.  The 
Department  of  the  Army  (DA  )  has  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  (Oct88)  exempting  vehicles. 

Short-term  -  increase  in  PM,0  (10 
Tons)  and  CO  (.50  Tons) 
emissions.  The  PM)0  emissions 
would  be  reduced  by  50  percent 
by  watering  twice  daily.  CO 
emissions  would  be  reduced  by 
limiting  vehicle  idle  to  less  than  3 
minutes.  Emissions  are  at  de 
minimus  levels. 

Long-term  -  HETs  exceed  EPA 
Standards  for  PMW  and  NO,.  The 
DA  has  a  MOU  (Oct88) 
exempting  vehicle. 

Short-term  -  increase  in  PMI0  (15 
Tons)  and  CO  (0.66  Tons) 
emissions.  The  PM,0  emissions 
would  be  reduced  by  50  percent 
by  watering  twice  daily.  CO 
emissions  would  be  reduced  by 
limiting  vehicle  idle  to  less  than  3 
minutes.  Emissions  are  at  de 
minimus  levels. 

Long-term  -  HETs  exceed  EPA 
Standards  for  PM,0  and  NO,.  The 
DA  has  MOU  (Oct88)  exempting 
vehicles. 

No  Impact 

Noise 

Short-term  -  construction  would  be 
temporary 

(less  than  6  months)  and  during  week¬ 
day  daylight  hours. 

Long-term  -  Operations  of  the  HET 
vehicles  in  expected  numbers  would 
violate  local  noise  ordinances  for  land 
use.  A  noise  wall  would  be  required 
to  reduce  noise  impact  to  Caffarelli 

Court  to  less  than  55  dBA. 

Short-term  -  construction  would 
be  temporary  (less  than  6  months) 
and  during  week-day  daylight 
hours. 

Long-term  -  Operations  of  the 

HET  vehicles  in  expected  numbers 
would  violate  local  noise 
ordinances  for  land  use.  A  noise 
wall  would  be  required  to  reduce 
noise  impact  to  Caffarelli  Court  to 
less  than  55  dBA. 

Short-term  -  construction  would 
be  temporary  (less  than  6  months) 
and  during  week-day  daylight 
hours. 

Long-term  -  Operation  of  the 

HET  vehicles  in  expected  numbers 
would  violate  local  noise 
ordinances  at  fence  line.  Impact 
to  Caffarelli  Court  would  be 
reduced  significantly  . 

No  Impact 

Water  Use 

Short-term-  use  of  water  for  dust 
control  and  by  construction  workers 
provided  by  sub-contractor 

Long-term  -  Full-time  staff  -136,000 
Gal/Mo. 

Reservists  -  313,600  Gal/2-week 
period-  No  significant  impact. 

Short-term  -  use  of  water  for  dust 
control  and  by  construction 
workers  provided  by  sub¬ 
contractor. 

Long-term  -  Full-time  staff- 
136,000  Gat/Mo.  Reservists- 
313,600  Gal/2-  week  period  -  No 
significant  impact. 

Short-term  -  use  of  water  for  dust 
control  and  by  construction 
workers  provided  by  sub¬ 
contractor. 

Long-term  -Full-time  staff- 
136,000  Gal/Mo. 

Reservists  -  313,600  Gal/2-  week 
period  -  No  significant  impact. 

No  Impact 

Biology 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

Land  Use 

Residential/Recreational  /Industrial 
Short-term  -  Temporary  increase  in 
construction  personnel 

Long-term  -  Potential  conflict  with 

Base  Comprehensive  Plan 

Residential/Recreational/Industrial 
Short-term  -  Temporary  increase 
in  construction  personnel. 

Long-term  -  Less  impact  than  the 
proposed  action  but  still 
inconsistent  with  Base 
Comprehensive  Plan. 

Residential/Recreational/ 

Industrial. 

Short-term  -  Temporary  increase 
in  construction  personnel 

Long-term  -  Acceptable  use  of 
Base  property. 

Residential/ 

Commercial 

Cultural 

Resources 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

No  Impact 

Hazardous 

Materials 

Management 

Short-term  -  No  impact 

Long-term  -  HAZMART  use  rcquired- 
No  impact 

Short-term  -  No  impact 

Long-term  -  HAZMART  use 
required.  No  impact 

Short-term  -  No  impact 

Long-term  -  HAZMART  use 
required-No  impact 

No  Impact 

Hazardous 

Waste  Mgmt 

Short-term  -  No  significant  impact 
Long-term  -  RCRA  Part  B-  Estimated 
less  than  100  gallons/quarter  of  used 
oil.  No  impact 

Short-term  -  No  significant  impact 
Long-term  -  RCRA  Part  B- 
Estimated  less  than  100 
gallons/quarter  of  used  oil.  No 
impact. 

Short-term  -  No  significant  impact 
Long-term  -  RCRA  Part  B- 
Estimated  less  than  100 
gallons/quarter  of  used  oil.  No 
impact 

No  Impact 

Solid  Waste 
Management 

Little  solid  waste.  Uses  existing  Base 
contractors.  No  impact 

Little  solid  waste.  Uses  existing 
Base  contractors.  No  impact. 

Little  solid  waste.  Uses  existing 
Base  contractors.  No  impact. 

No  Impact 

3.0  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  EXISTING  ENVIRONMENT 


As  stated  in  Section  2.0,  the  project  study  area  (containing  the  proposed  site  and  the  two 
action  alternatives)  is  located  in  Area  III  of  the  Nellis  AFB  complex,  to  the  north  of  the 
Main  Nellis  AFB  site.  All  sites  are  accessed  by  driving  north  of  the  Main  Nellis  AFB 
complex  along  Range  Road.  Although  this  is  a  private  road,  use  of  the  road  is  not  restricted 
in  any  manner  and  can  be  accessed  by  the  general  public.  None  of  the  three  sites  are 
protected  by  fencing  to  limit  access  nor  are  they  identified  specifically  as  Nellis  AFB 
property. 


The  description  of  the  existing  environment  generally  applies  to  all  of  the  candidate  sites 
examined.  This  is  true  for  climate,  air  quality,  geologic  setting,  minerals,  water,  land 
use,  and  traffic.  The  existing  environment  for  biology  and  cultural  resources,  although 
generally  identical,  differ  to  some  degree  due  to  the  extensive  disturbance  already  occurring 
at  most  of  the  proposed  action  site.  Where  specific  existing  environment  characteristics  are 
identified,  they  will  be  discussed  under  the  specific  discussion  topic.  For  example,  a 
discussion  on  biological  resources  will  highlight  the  disturbance  already  occurring  over  most 
of  the  proposed  project  site. 

The  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  one  of  the  driest  and  warmest  areas  in  the  nation.  The  climate 
consists  of  hot  summers,  cool  winters,  and  a  wide  fluctuation  in  annual  rainfall.  Summer 
temperatures  above  105  degrees  F.  and  winter  temperatures  below  freezing  are  relatively 
common.  The  average  daily  minimum  and  maximum  temperatures  during  the  winter  months 
are  about  35  degrees  and  60  degrees  F.  During  the  summer  nights,  minimum  temperatures 
average  70  to  75  degrees  F.  The  frost  free  period  averages  about  241  days  per  year. 

The  climate  of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  typical  of  the  Basin  and  Range  Province  ranging  from 
arid  in  the  basin  lowlands,  to  semi-arid  on  the  alluvial  aprons,  to  sub-humid  in  the 
mountains.  The  arid  climate  of  the  basin  lowlands  is  characterized  by  low  relative  humidity, 
low  precipitation,  and  a  wide  variety  of  diurnal  temperatures. 
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Evaporation  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  high.  This  is  partially  due  to  the  high  annual  average 
temperature,  but  is  also  influenced  by  wind  and  the  prevalent  low  humidity.  The  average 
relative  humidity  is  about  20  percent,  and  summer  readings  of  less  than  10  percent  are 
frequent. 

Most  of  the  precipitation  in  the  Las  Vegas  area  falls  during  the  months  of  July  and  August 
and  the  winter  months.  The  precipitation  in  July  and  August  is  from  localized  high-intensity 
thunderstorms  of  short  duration.  The  precipitation  falling  during  the  winter  months  is 
usually  from  regional  storms  of  longer  duration  and  of  lower  intensity.  Precipitation  falls 
chiefly  as  rainfall  in  the  basin  lowlands. 

Strong  winds  are  common  in  the  area  throughout  the  year,  but  are  most  prevalent  during  the 
spring  months.  Winds  frequently  blow  from  the  southwest  or  northwest  and  are  strongly 
influenced  by  the  surrounding  mountain  topography.  The  mean  wind  velocity  is  nine  miles 
per  hour  (MPH),  but  velocities  in  excess  of  50  mph  are  experienced  occasionally  during  the 
passage  of  a  major  frontal  weather  system. 

The  Las  Vegas  area  is  part  of  the  basin  and  range  physiographic  provence,  consisting  of  a 
desert  basin  flanked  by  mountain  ranges  on  all  sides.  Nellis  AFB  is  situated  west  of  the 
River  Mountains  (maximum  elevation  4,054  feet)  on  the  northeastern  edge  of  the  Valley.  In 
addition  to  the  River  Mountains,  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  surrounded  by  three  additional 
mountain  ranges:  the  Las  Vegas  Range  and  the  Sheep  Range  (maximum  elevation  9,750 
feet)  to  the  north;  by  the  Spring  Mountains  (maximum  elevation  11,918  feet)  to  the  west; 
and  by  the  McCullough  Range  (maximum  elevation  5,092  feet)  to  the  south.  The  Spring 
Mountains  and  the  Sheep  Range  consist  primarily  of  sedimentary  rocks.  The  McCullough 
Range  and  the  River  Mountains  represent  an  igneous  sequence  that  topographically  closes  the 
basin  to  the  south.  Figure  3-1  illustrates  the  major  geologic  features  in  the  area. 
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Figure  3-1  Major  Geologic  Features 
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The  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  characterized  by  both  bedrock  and  valley  fill  as  the  major  geologic 
units  of  the  Valley.  Quaternary  alluvial  fan  deposits  coalesce  along  the  mountain  fronts 
forming  a  continual  slope  down  into  the  valley  floor.  The  boundary  between  the  main 
alluvial  fans  and  the  mountains  is  marked  by  an  abrupt  change  in  slope  as  well  as  formation 
material.  In  the  upper  part  of  the  alluvial  fans,  the  materials  consist  of  poorly  sorted 
cobbles,  boulders,  sand,  and  gravel.  At  the  lower  elevations,  materials  become  less 
coarse,  more  rounded  and  better  sorted,  and  grade  into  fine  sand,  silt,  and  clay  material 
deposited  in  the  playa-like  bottoms  of  the  valley. 

The  water-bearing  properties  of  the  valley  fill  are  not  constant  throughout  the  basin.  The 
two  unconsolidated  sediments  that  fill  the  valley  basin  comprise  the  principal  water-bearing 
units  for  the  Las  Vegas  Valley,  including  Nellis  AFE.  There  are  two  principal  geologic 
units  within  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  fill:  the  Muddy  Creek  Formation,  consisting  of  fine 
sand,  silt,  and  clay;  and  alluvium,  including  the  Las  Vegas  Formation,  consisting  of 
gravel,  sand,  silt,  and  clay. 

3.1  Air  Quality 

The  Federal  rules  governing  conformity  determinations  were  promulgated  November  30, 

1993,  (58FR  63214  pursuant  to  section  176(c)(4)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments. 

Subpart  A  relates  to  transportation  plans,  programs  and  projects  developed,  funded  or 
approved  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  and  by  Metropolitan 
Planning  Organizations  (MPOs)  or  other  recipients  of  funds  under  Title  23  U.S.C.  of  the 
Federal  Transit  Act.  Subpart  B,  General  Conformity,  of  the  same  rule,  relates  to  projects 
not  covered  as  a  part  of  Subpart  A  actions.  The  AFRC/OMS  is  a  General  Federal  Action 
subject  to  Subpart  B,  general  Conformity. 

Federal  Conformity  Rules  prohibit  any  activity  which  does  not  conform  to  an  applicable  State 
Implementation  Plan  for  air  quality.  Since  the  Clark  County  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
has  not  yet  received  EPA  approval  for  its  State  Implementation  Plan  for  carbon  monoxide 


34 


(CO)  nor  has  it  completed  its  SIP  for  PMl0>,  the  Federal  conformity  rules  are  automatically 
enforced  in  the  state.  Conformity  rules  are  applied  to  Federal  actions  for  each  pollutant 
where  the  total  of  direct  and  indirect  emissions  in  a  non-attainment  or  maintenance  area 
caused  by  a  Federal  Action  would  equal  or  exceed  any  of  the  rates  identified  in  rule 
§51.853(b)(l)(2). 

The  Las  Vegas  metropolitan  area  is  currently  classified  as  non-attainment  for  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  and  as  serious  non-attainment  for  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns 
(PMI0).  Emission  inventories  for  the  area  indicate  that  a  substantial  amount  of  PM10  is  the 
result  of  natural  processes,  such  as  wind  erosion  from  vacant  land  and  the  general  building 
explosion  in  the  Las  Vegas  area.  Mineral  extraction  operations  in  the  northeast  and  southeast 
parts  of  the  Clark  County  Planning  area  also  contribute  to  the  area  PMI0  emissions  problem. 
Las  Vegas  is  rated  as  one  of  the  five  worst  areas  of  the  United  States  for  PM,0  emissions 
according  to  the  Clark  County  Department  of  Comprehensive  Planning  and  the  Clark  County 
Health  District. 

To  help  bring  Clark  County  into  compliance  with  EPA  standards  by  the  year  2000,  the 
APCD  has  set  the  following  priorities: 

•  To  reduce  the  emissions  of  particulate  (PMI0),  carbon  monoxide  (CO), 
pollen,  and  Hydrogen  sulfide; 

•  To  maintain  compliance  status  for  ozone,  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  and  sulfur 
dioxide  (SO2); 

•  To  assure  compliance  with  Clean  Air  Act  and  Board  of  Health  mandates;  and 

•  To  track  developments  related  to  energy,  climate  change  policy,  industrial 
growth,  clean  air  corridors,  and  urban  growth. 
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Efforts  to  improve  the  air  quality  in  the  Las  Vegas  area  are  starting  to  show  some  signs  of 
taking  effects.  The  oxygenated  fuel  program  has  been  in  place  for  five  (5)  winters.  Figure 
3-2  illustrates  an  18  year  history  of  CO  emissions  at  the  Clark  County  Health  District 
Offices.  These  results  show  a  significant  improvement  in  the  CO  emissions  rate  in  the  last 
four  (4)  sample  years  (Clark  County  Health  District,  1993).  The  decrease  in  CO  is  even 
more  dramatic,  considering  the  population  growth  experienced  by  Las  Vegas  in  recent 
years. 

Efforts  to  reduce  PMl0  have  also  been  successful.  Annual  average  values  have  fallen  from 
their  peak  levels  reached  in  1990.  The  level  of  PM10  emissions  has  steadily  increased  in  the 
past  three  years,  but  these  levels  are  still  considerably  below  the  1990  emissions  level.  A 
number  of  areas  in  the  Valley  still  however,  exceed  the  24-hour  standard,  apparently  due  to 
nearby  sources  of  fugitive  dust.  Figure  3-3  illustrates  the  fugitive  dust  emissions  (PM10) 
history  in  Clark  County. 

Air  pollutants  in  the  area  of  Nellis  AFB  are  generated  by  numerous  Nellis  AFB  on-site 
sources  and  from  the  surrounding  areas.  These  sources  include  aircraft  flight  operations, 
aircraft  and  ground-maintenance  operations,  aerospace  ground-equipment  operations, 
surface  coating  operations,  fire  training  exercises,  motor  vehicle  operations,  fuel  storage 
and  refining,  and  heating  and  power  production. 

Current  hydrocarbon  emissions  from  the  area  of  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  site  include:  fuel 
storage  facilities  located  southeast  of  the  site  along  Range  Road,  rail  tanker  cars  parked 
along  rail  spurs;  the  maintenance  facility  to  the  northwest  of  the  site;  and  industrial 
complexes  further  north  along  Range  Road. 

3.2  Noise 

Development  in  areas  surrounding  air  installations,  underlying  military  training  routes 
(MTRs)  and  military  operating  areas  (MOAs),  result  in  exposure  of  the  public  to  noise 
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Figure  3-3  Five  Year  History  of  PM10  Emissions 


associated  with  military  aircraft  operations  and  ancillary  efforts.  The  Noise  Control  Act  of 
1972  established  that  Federal  Agencies,  when  engaged  in  an  activity  resulting  in  the  emissions 
of  noise,  should  comply  w  ith  Federal,  state,  interstate,  and  local  requirements,  respecting  the 
control  and  abatement  of  noise  to  the  same  extent  as  private  entities.  State,  regional,  and  local 
governmental  agencies  may  develop  zoning  and  planning  ordinances  which  have  the  potential 
to  affect  Air  Force  Installations  and  their  operations. 


Existing  noise  levels  in  the  Nellis  AFB  area  are  a  mixture  of  noise  intensities  ranging  from 
aircraft  operations  nearby  at  Nellis  Main  Base  in  Area  I  to  the  typical  noise  characteristic  of 
an  industrial  area.  The  primary  noise  source  in  the  affected  area  is  the  Nellis  runway 
operations  with  thousands  of  sorties  flown  each  year.  Figure  3-4  illustrates  the  existing  noise 
zones  at  Nellis  AFB.  The  site  for  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility  currently  receives  noise 
exposure  levels  up  to  70  dB  in  intensity. 


Noise  regulations  for  Clark  County'  are  referenced  in  "The  General  Conditions  Code  Book" 
under  Title  29.44.100,  Noise.  Noise  limits  are  categorized  by  octave  range  at  the  boundary'  line 
of  the  property.  Additional  night  time  restrictions  also  apply  between  the  hours  of  9:00PM 
and  7:00AM.  Night  time  noise  level  limits  identify  the  maximum  noise  level  that  may  occur 
w  ithin  500  feet  of  a  residence.  Table  3-1  presents  the  Clark  County  noise  ordinances. 


The  primary  industrial  noise  near  the  proposed  site  w  ould  be  expected  from  the  heavy  trucks 
operating  along  Range  Road.  Table  3-2  provides  an  indication  of  the  currently  intensity'  of 
background  noise  levels  that  might  be  encountered  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS 
facility. 


3.3  Water 


The  follow  ing  sections  discuss  the  surface  water,  groundwater,  water  use,  and  waste  water 
characteristics  of  the  Nellis  AFB  area.  No  wetlands  exist  on  the  proposed  site  or  any  of  the 
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Figure  3-4  Existing  Nellis  AFB  Noise  Zones 
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Table  3-1 


Clark  County  Noise  Ordinance  Standards* 


Time  Allowed 

Octave  Range 

Maximum  Limits(dBA) 

Day  time(7:00AM-9:00PM) 

20-30Gcycles 

60 

300-2400cycles 

45 

above  2400  cycles 

35 

Night  time  (9:OOPM-7:OOAM)** 

20-300cycles 

55 

300-2400cycles 

40 

above  2400  cycles 

30 

*  Title  29.44.100,  Noise 

**  Within  500  feet  of  a  residence 


Table  3-2 


.  I 


Intensity  of  Various  Sounds 


Sound  Source 


Intensity  Level(dB) 


Jet  plane  at  30  m  140 

Threshold  of  pain  120 

Loud  indoor  rock  concert  120 

Siren  at  30  m  100 

Auto  interior,  moving  at  90  km/h  75 

Busy  street  traffic  70 

Ordinary  conversation  at  50  cm  65 

Quiet  radio  40 

Whisper  20 

Rustle  of  leaves  10 

Threshold  of  hearing  0 
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alternative  sites. 


3.3.1  Surface  Water 

Nellis  APB  can  be  characterized  by  a  lack  of  perennial  streams  throughout  the  Nellis  AFB 
area.  Natural  surface  runoff  does  occur,  but  it  is  limited  to  the  infrequent  storms  that  occur 
throughout  the  Valley  area.  Localized  thunderstorms  can  produce  significant,  high-intensity, 
and  short  duration  rainfall  events  that  can  result  in  flooding.  Storms  occurring  during  the 
winter  months  are  normally  of  less  intensity  and  do  not  have  a  high  flooding  potential 
associated  with  the  term  event. 

Water  runoff  from  either  type  of  storm  event  does  not  represent  a  major  source  of 
groundwater  recharge.  Some  surface  water  does  percolate  to  the  shallower  aquifer, 
however,  the  majority  of  the  storm  water  leaves  the  basin  through  the  Las  Vegas  Wash. 
Surface  drainage  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  study  area  leaves  the  area  primarily  through 
the  East  Las  Vegas  Range  Wash  which  is  the  major  drainage  wash  near  Nellis  AFB.  This 
wash  generally  runs  parallel  to  Las  Vegas  Boulevard,  approximately  1000  feet  south  of  the 
proposed  AFRC/OMS  site.  Figure  3-5  illustrates  the  surface  water  drainage  patterns  in  the 
area  around  Nellis  AFB.  The  approximate  100-year  floodplain  is  also  illustrated  on  this 
figure,  demonstrating  that  Area  III  of  Nellis  AFB  is  not  in  the  100-year  floodplain. 

3.3.2  Groundwater 

In  the  Nellis  AFB  area,  groundwater  occurs  within  the  valley  sediments.  A  significant 
portion  of  the  Base’s  water  supply  is  obtained  from  on-base  water  wells.  Figure  3-6 
illustrates  the  location  of  the  on-site  water  wells.  In  addition  to  the  on-site  wells,  there  are 
two  active  wells  located  about  4  miles  west  of  the  Base  on  Craig  Road.  These  wells  are 
located  in  an  area  where  the  aquifers  are  more  permeable,  providing  a  higher  water  yield 
rate. 
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Figure  3-5  Surface  Water  Drainage 
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Figure  3-6  Water  Well  Location 
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Originally  groundwater  levels  were  at  or  near  the  surface  throughout  a  large  area  of  the  Las 
Vegas  Valley.  In  the  vicinity’  of  Nellis  AFB,  the  potentiometric  surface  w  as  zero  to  50  feet 
below  the  surface  prior  to  the  development  of  the  Las  Vegas  area. 


As  metropolitan  Las  Vegas  developed,  the  demand  for  groundwater  increased  to  the  point 
where  80,000  acre-feet  per  year  were  pumped  out  of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  aquifers  in  the  early 
1970's.  This  pumpage  rate  represented  extraction  at  over  twice  the  estimated  aquifer  recharge 
rate,  creating  a  progressive  decline  in  groundwater  levels. 


Later  in  the  1970's,  Las  Vegas  ceased  it'  Hramatic  dependency  on  area  groundwater  w  ith  the 
completion  of  a  pipeline  to  Lake  Mead.  This  allowed  Las  Vegas  to  tap  into  the  Colorado  River 
water  supply.  The  long-term  decline  in  groundwater  levels  stopped  with  the  completion  of  the 
Lake  Mead  pipeline.  Area  monitor  wells  have  show  n  a  recharge  to  the  Las  Vegas  aquifer.  The 
depth  to  groundwater  beneath  Nellis  AFB  ranges  from  60  -120  feet  for  the  shallow'  aquifer 
while  the  deeper  aquifer  is  600-1000  feet  deep.  Groundwater  levels  in  Area  m  and  at  the  small 
arms  range  become  progressively  deeper  towards  the  mountains. 


3.3.3  Water  Use 


Potable  water  for  current  operations  at  Nellis  AFB  is  provided  by  three  sources.  The  first  is 
potable  water  from  10  wells  in  Area  1  and  w  est  of  Craig  Road;  the  second  is  potable  water 
from  the  Colorado  River;  and  ihe  third  is  non-potable  water  from  four  wells  in  Area  II.  In 
addition  to  these  sources,  the  City'  of  North  Las  Vegas,  supplies  a  Department  of  Energy 
facility  on  Base  and  the  new  VA/USAF  hospital  with  comparatively  small  amounts  of  w  ater. 
Nellis  AFB  gets  approximately  25  percent  of  its  potable  water  from  the  10  Base  wells  that 
draw  from  the  lower  aquifer  underlying  the  base. 


Colorado  River  water  is  delivered  from  the  Colorado  River  Commission  (CRC)  via  pipelines 
owned  and  operated  by  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  Water  District.  Major  (12-18  inch)  water  service 
supply  pipelines  in  the  area  supply  Nellis  AFB  and  the  water  needs  of  the  adjacent  areas. 
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Nellis  AFB  has  contracted  with  CRC  for  the  purchase  of  4,000  acre-feet  of  w  ater  per  year  with 
a  maximum  draw  of  six  cubic  feet  per  second.  Nellis  does  not  currently  consume  its  full 
allotment  of  w  ater  from  CRC.  Nellis  AFB  is  however,  exceeding  its  maximum  draw  rate  of  six 
cubic  feet  per  second  during  peak  withdrawal  rates  in  the  summer  months.  This  fact 
illustrates  the  need  to  address  temporal*)  water  storage  facilities  to  eliminate  the  excess  draw 
dow  n  rather  than  any  other  change  in  operating  philosophy. 

3.3.4  Water  Quality 

The  term  waste  water  covers  a  broad  scope  of  water  quality  concerns  which  may  affect  many 
natural  water  resources.  The  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA),  a  1977  reauthorization  of  previous 
legislation  known  as  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (FWPCA),  is  the  principal 
Federal  legislation  which  addresses  the  control  of  w  ater  pollution.  The  CWA  makes  it  illegal 
for  any  person,  including  those  on  Federal  facilities,  to  discharge  pollutants  from  an  industrial 
or  domestic  point  source  into  the  waters  of  the  United  States  without  permission.  The  CWA 
also  establishes  the  NPDF.S  program  for  the  issuance  of  such  permits. 

Stormwater  permits  are  required  by  federal  law  for  construction  activities  that  disturb  five  or 
more  acres  of  land  and  discharge  stormw  ater  to  the  waters  of  the  United  States.  The  State  of 
Nevada  has  been  issued  a  general  permit.  Permit  No.  GNV0022241,  to  meet  this  requirement. 
The  project  applicant  is  required  to  submit  a  notice  of  intent  (NOI).  prepare  a  stormwater 
pollution  prevention  plan,  and  submit  a  $200.00  fee  no  later  than  two  days  prior  to  the  start  of 
construction. 

There  are  no  groundw  ater  monitoring  wells  in  the  proposed  and  alternative  locations.  Known 
groundwater  contamination  of  the  shallow  aquifer  exists  across  and  dow  n  gradient.  Across 
Range  Road  east  of  the  proposed  location,  groundw  ater  contamination  from  hydrocarbons 
does  exist  beneath  the  CAL-NEV  fuel  farm. 

3.4  Biology 

The  Las  Vegas  Valley  contains  a  diverse  array  of  vegetation  types.  The  study  area  lies  between 
the  Mojave  Desert  to  the  west  and  south  and  the  Great  Basin  Desert  to  the  north.  A 
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transitional  zone,  which  includes  the  Las  Vegas  area,  extends  west  from  southwestern  Utah 
to  southern  California. 

The  most  widespread  biotic  community  in  the  vicinity  of  Nellis  AFB  is  the  creosote  bush 
community  comprised  primarily  of  creosote  bush  and  bursage.  In  undisturbed  areas  around 
Nellis  AFB,  these  shrubs  grow  in  scattered  clumps  that  increase  in  density  near  water 
sources.  The  density  of  plant  communities  within  Area  III  of  Nellis  AFB  is  reduced 
compared  to  naturally  occurring  undisturbed  communities  in  other  areas  of  the  valley.  This 
is  a  result  of  area  development  and  public  intrusion  impacting  the  survivability  of  fragile 
desert  vegetation.  Although  no  protected  plant  species  were  observed  during  the  site  visit, 
an  unconfirmed  identification  of  the  California  desert  poppy  (Arctomecon  califomical  has 
been  reported  in  an  area  northeast  of  Area  III. 

As  stated  earlier,  the  preferred  site  for  locating  the  AFRC  /OMS  facility  has  been  highly 
disturbed  as  a  result  of  the  surface  excavation  of  almost  6-feet  of  materials  over  most  of  the 
site.  The  site  is  almost  totally  void  of  vegetation  and  animal  life.  Because  of  the  site’s  close 
proximity  to  Range  Road  and  corresponding  vehicular  traffic,  the  site  has  also  been  used  as 
a  refuse  dumping  ground  by  many  area  visitors.  Figure  3-7  illustrates  some  of  the  debris 
found  along  the  perimeter  of  the  proposed  site. 

The  areas  of  least  disturbance  remaining  at  the  site  are  the  United  States  Geological  Survey 
(USGS)  Bench  Mark  and  the  site  perimeter  areas.  The  mound  remaining  in  place  near  the 
center  of  the  site  contains  the  U.S.G.S.  bench  mark.  The  site’s  perimeters  contain  limited 
plant  population  due  to  the  site’s  usage  for  disposal  of  refuse  and  other  materials. 

A  survey  of  the  site  vegetation  showed  a  sparse  population  density  of  creosote  bush/bursage 
(Larrea  tridentata/ Ambrosia  dumosa),  and  several  globe  mallow  (Sphaeralcea  ambigua)  and 
saltbushes  (Atriplex  spp).  Several  annual  forbes  and  annual  grass  species  were  observed  on 
site,  but  few  of  these  species  were  identifiable  due  to  their  poor  condition  during  this  winter 
survey. 
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Figure  3-7  Existing  Site  Debris 
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Alternative  Site  No.l,  a  smaller  square  parcel  within  the  30-acre  site  of  the  proposed  action, 
shows  even  greater  disturbance  than  the  proposed  action  site.  A  higher  percentage  of  the 
property  has  been  excavated,  resulting  in  less  site  vegetation. 

The  perimeter  of  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  site  might  be  classified  as  a  potential  habitat  for 
several  protected  animal  species  by  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  and  the  State  of 
Nevada,  but  a  visual  survey  of  the  property  indicated  no  populations  of  protected  species. 
The  desert  tortoise  (Gopherus  agassizii),  a  Federally-threatened  species;  the  chuckwalla 
(Sauromalus  obesus),  the  spotted  bat  (Euderma  maculatum),  and  the  Gila  Monster 
(Heloderma  suspectum),  a  State  of  Nevada  protected  species,  are  all  potential  visitors  to  the 
site.  However,  the  heavy  disturbance  to  the  site  already,  the  lack  of  vegetative  cover,  and 
the  trash  remaining  on-site,  limits  the  attractiveness  of  the  site  to  most  animals.  This 
factor,  together  with  the  sites  close  proximity  to  two  roads  (Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road), 
make  the  site  very  unappealing  to  animal  populations. 

On  August  21,  1991,  Nellis  AFB  requested  a  formal  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  & 
Wildlife  Service  for  proposed  developments  on  Nellis  AFB  property.  On  May  12,  1992, 
the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  released  a  Biological  Opinion  for  the  Proposed  Operation 
of  Existing  Facilities  and  Development  on  the  Nellis  Air  Force  Base.  This  formal 
consultation  process,  pursuant  to  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as 
amended,  identified  those  species  that  may  potentially  be  impacted  by  development  at  Nellis 
AFB.  The  only  species  listed  in  this  Biological  Opinion  was  the  Desert  Tortoise  (Gopherus 
agassizii).  The  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  states: 

"It  is  our  Biological  Opinion  that  the  proposed  operation  of  existing  facilities  on 
Nellis  in  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  is  not  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of 
the  threatened  Mojave  population  of  the  desert  tortoise.  Critical  habitat  was 
designated  for  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  subpopulation  in  Utah  in  1980,  but  not  for  the 
subpopulation  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada.  Therefore,  no  critical  habitat 
will  be  destroyed  or  adversely  modified  by  these  activities." 
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Further,  significant  Mojave  Desert  Tortoise  surveys  were  completed  by  Sierra  Delta 
Corporation  in  1991  on  and  around  Nellis  AFB  property  as  part  of  a  Biological  Assessment 
for  the  tortoise.  Area  6,  a  parcel  of  245  acres  located  northwest  of  the  proposed  site, 
showed  no  signs  of  the  Mojave  Desert  Tortoise. 

Other  sensitive  species  that  have  been  identified  by  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  that 
could  be  found  in  the  area  include:  the  spotted  bat  (Euderma  maculatum),  and  the 
loggerhead  shrike  (Lanius  ludovicianus).  Both  of  these  species  are  federal  category-2  species 
but  are  unlikely  to  occur  on  site  due  to  lack  of  suitable  habitat.  The  Gila  monster 
(Heloderma  suspectum),  is  a  State  of  Nevada  protected  species. 

Alternative  No.  2,  consisting  of  approximately  6.5  acres  north  of  DRMO  Road  for 
construction  of  the  OMS  and  MEP  parking,  contains  the  same  species  of  plants  found  on  the 
proposed  site.  Creosote  bush,  bursage  and  salt  bushes  dominate  the  landscape  and  occur  to 
a  greater  degree  than  on  the  proposed  action  site.  Although  the  site  is  less  disturbed  than  the 
proposed  site,  it  still  shows  signs  of  disturbance  and  contains  no  protected  species  of  plants 
or  animals. 

3.5  Land  Use 

Nellis  AFB  and  parts  of  the  surrounding  land  area  falls  in  an  unincorporated  township  of 
Northwest  Clark  County.  The  land  use  plan  developed  for  Nellis  AFB  has  established  the 
goals,  objectives,  and  policies  to  meet  the  future  development  and  planning  requirements 
for  the  Nellis  site.  The  Clark  County  Department  of  Comprehensive  Planning  is  the  major 
controlling  agency  overseeing  growth  in  the  community  surrounding  the  Nellis  AFB. 

The  dominant  land  use  feature  in  northeastern  Clark  County  is  Nellis  AFB.  The  Base 
consists  of  11,496.8  acres,  or  17.96  square  miles  of  land  area.  Area  III  is  the  location  of  all 
project  alternatives  and  is  situated  northwest  of  the  Main  Nellis  Site  (Area  I  site).  Area  HI 
contains  1.9  square  miles  or  11  percent  of  the  total  Nellis  land  area.  The  area  is  separated 
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from  the  other  two  Base  areas  by  Las  Vegas  Boulevard  to  the  southeast  of  the  proposed  site 
and  consists  of  a  mixed  use  of  open  space,  family  housing,  industrial  development,  and 
recreational  uses.  Approximately  865  acres  are  open  space,  200  acres  are  housing,  and  111 
acres  are  industrial.  Twenty  one  acres  are  utilized  for  outdoor  recreation. 

Area  III  usage  surrounding  the  proposed  site  consists  of  industrial  developments  to  the  east  of 
Range  Road  in  the  form  of  fuel  storage  tanks  (both  Cal-Nev  and  Nellis  AFB  sites);  railroad 
spurs,  auto  wrecking  and  salvage  operations  to  the  northwest  of  the  site  (on  the  west  side  of 
Range  Road);  and  commercial  development  along  Las  Vegas  Blvd.  to  the  southwest  of  Craig 
Road. 

Specific  Nellis  AFB  developments  in  area  III  consist  of:  the  outdoor  recreation  area  to  the 
south  of  the  proposed  facility,  the  Nellis  Federal  Hospital  located  to  the  west  of  Range 
Road  along  Las  Vegas  Blvd.,  and  the  family  housing  (Caffarelli  Court)  to  the  southwest  of 
the  Family  Camp.  The  Defense  Reutilization  and  Marketing  Office  (DRMO)  and  Security 
Police  occupy  facilities  to  the  northwest  of  the  site,  along  DRMO  Road. 

Primary  opportunities  for  commercial  development  in  the  area  lie  west  of  Nellis  Blvd., 
approximately  one  mile  from  the  proposed  site  at  its  nearest  point.  The  Clark  County 
Comprehensive  Plan  agrees  with  the  promotion  of  this  area  (west  of  Nellis  Blvd  in  that 
commercial  development  in  this  manner  will  help  protect  operations  at  Nellis  AFB  and  limit 
the  focal  point  of  area  development  away  from  the  Base.  Development  of  this  nature  will 
also  provide  economic  benefit  to  the  local  community. 

3.6  Traffic 

The  Traffic  Section  of  the  Research  Division  at  the  Nevada  Department  of  Transportation 
(NDOT)  is  responsible  for  the  collection,  tabulation,  and  analysis  of  traffic  trends 
throughout  the  state.  In  1993,  the  Traffic  Section  monitored  daily  traffic  volumes  on  a 
continuous  hourly  basis  at  two  traffic  count  stations  located  in  the  vicinity  of  Nellis  AFB. 
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The  closest,  Station  200,  is  located  0.2  mile  north  of  the  main  gate  to  Nellis  AFB,  on  Las 
Vegas  Boulevard.  The  Second  Station,  Station  201,  also  located  on  Las  Vegas  Blvd,  is 
northeast  of  the  Nellis  AFB  site,  approximately  halfway  between  Nellis  AFB  and  Interstate 
Highway  15. 

It  should  be  noted  that  traffic  counts  have  dropped  dramatically  at  Station  200  (closest  to  the 
Nellis  AFB  main  gate)  since  1989.  In  1989,  traffic  counts  for  this  Station  reached  an 
annual  high  of  21,400.  This  was  the  highest  number  of  vehicles  ever  recorded  at  this 
Station.  In  1989,  Nellis  AFB  relocated  the  main  Base  entrance,  modifying  the  flow  of 
traffic  resulting  in  a  decrease  in  traffic  along  Las  Vegas  Boulevard.  Since  1989,  traffic 
counts  have  dropped  dramatically  and  totalled  only  9,700  in  1993.  For  the  past  four  years, 
traffic  numbers  have  been  relatively  consistent,  varying  from  a  low  of  8,960  in  1990  to  a 
high  of  9,715  in  1992. 

At  Station  201,  0.1  mile  south  of  the  road  to  the  Lake  Mead  Base,  traffic  counts  are 
considerably  lower,  due  partially  to  the  remoteness  of  the  area  and  its  location  away  from 
the  main  population  centers.  The  Annual  Average  Daily  Traffic  (AADT)  values  for  this 
Station  have  risen  slowly  since  1984  from  a  count  of  3,360  to  a  peak  in  1992  of  4,585.  The 
AADT  values  for  1993  dropped  slightly  to  4,250. 

3.7  Cultural  Resources 

The  Nellis  AFB  area  and  all  of  Southern  Nevada  are  a  part  of  the  prehistoric  culture  area 
identified  as  the  southwestern  Great  Basin.  The  common  elements  of  the  cultures  of  this  area 
were  their  collecting  lifestyles  and  habits  that  allowed  them  to  gather  and  exploit  the  various 
resources  available  throughout  the  changing  seasons. 

The  earliest  known  inhabitants  in  the  area  can  be  traced  to  sites  near  the  Tule  Springs  area 
and  date  back  to  the  Paleoindian  occupation  period.  This  period,  dating  before  10,000  years 
before  present  (B.P.)  to  about  8,000  B.P.,  was  characterized  by  nomadic  groups  hunting 
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large  mammals,  including  mammoths  or  mastodons.  The  succeeding  Archaic  period, 
dating  8,000  B.P.  to  approximately  1,500  B.P.,  was  characterized  by  improvements  or 
refinements  to  the  foraging  or  seasonal  collecting  lifestyles.  Archaic  sites  are  known  from 
the  Com  Creek  Dunes  area  to  the  north  of  Nellis,  Tule  Springs,  and  the  Berger  site  to  the 
south. 

Evidence  of  a  changing  lifestyle  to  include  horticultural  adaptations  i.e.,  simple  gardening, 
next  appeared  and  were  a  part  of  the  protohistoric  Southern  Paiute  existence.  Agricultural 
groups  were  known  to  occupy  the  Virgin  and  Muddy  River  drainage  by  about  1,500  B.P. 
Archaeological  records  at  the  Museum  of  Natural  History,  University  of  Nevada,  Las 
Vegas,  were  searched  for  previous  surveys  in  the  vicinity  of  Area  III  to  determine  the 
potential  existence  of  cultural  resources  in  the  area.  Cultural  resources  identified  and 
reported  during  these  surveys  vary  from  small  lithic  scatters  to  large  temporary  camps. 

None  of  these  resources  were  identified  at  either  the  proposed  action  site  or  the  alternatives. 

The  potential  cultural  resource  value  of  the  proposed  site  is  further  reduced  by  the  excavation 
of  approximately  6-feet  of  surface  and  sub-surface  materials  as  fill  for  the  recently 
constructed  Nellis  Federal  Hospital.  A  very  limited  original  environment  exists  at  the  site; 
predominantly  around  the  perimeter  area  adjacent  to  Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road.  One 
additional  very  small  area  surrounding  the  USGS  benchmark  on  the  site  is  also  relatively 
undisturbed.  Because  of  the  highly  disturbed  nature  of  the  existing  site,  and  the  removal  of 
such  a  large  degree  of  surficial  materials,  a  Class  m  Cultural  Resources  survey  was  not 
conducted  on  this  site. 

Alternative  No.  1  to  the  proposed  action  shows  an  even  greater  level  of  disturbance  than  the 
proposed  site  further  reducing  the  potential  for  any  cultural  resources.  Alternative  No.  2, 
although  less  disturbed  than  the  proposed  action  site,  still  has  no  identified  cultural 
resources. 
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3.8  Hazardous  Materials  Management 


All  hazardous  materials  entering  Nellis  AFB  are  controlled  by  the  Base  HAZMART. 
Controlled  by  a  highly  sophisticated  database  management  system,  the  database  tracks 
hazardous  materials  by  manufacturer  as  well  as  formulas.  This  allows  for  tracking  of 
differences  in  product  formulation.  It  also  provides  for  tracking  of  changes  in  product 
formulation  or  brand  new  hazardous  materials  entering  the  Base. 


3.9  Hazardous  Waste  Management 


Hazardous  wastes  are  certain  solid  wastes  that  appear  in  the  EPA's  "Listed  Wastes"  in  40 
CFR  261,  or  are  wastes  which  demonstrate  characteristics  of  ignitabilitv,  corrosivity’,  or 
reactivity,  or  exceed  Toxicity  Characteristic  Leaching  Procedure  (TCLP)  toxicity  limits.  Air 
Force  Installations  ty  pically  generate  waste  solvents,  oils,  paints,  and  sludges  which  may  be 
regulated  as  a  hazardous  waste.  The  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  and 
its  amendments  mandated  regulations  to  control  hazardous  waste  from  their  origin  through 
collection,  storage,  transport,  treatment,  and  ultimate  disposal.  Nellis  AFB  closely  manages  all 
of  the  hazardous  wastes  generated  on-site.  Waste  is  segregated  and  managed  according  to 
w  aste  types  and  disposed  of  according  to  Base  practices  and  is  consistent  with  all  Federal, 
state,  and  local  disposal  requirements.  All  waste  oils,  lubricants,  and  solvents  are  collected  and 
disposed  of  in  accordance  w  ith  Base  ard  RCRA  requirements.  Scrap  metals  are  sent  to  the 
DRMO  facilities  just  west  of  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility.  Oil  filters  are  drained  and 
crushed,  double  bagged,  and  sent  to  lue  DRMO  facility.  Solid  wastes  are  collected  by  Silver 
States  under  a  service  contract  with  Nellis  AFB. 
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4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


This  section  discusses  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives  for  the  planned  AFRC/OMS  facility.  The  proposed  action  is  to  construct  a  new 
AFRC/OMS  facility  on  a  16.5-acre  parcel  of  land  within  Area  III  of  Nellis  AFB.  The 
alternatives  are  to  construct  a  similar  AFRC/OMS  facility  on  a  much  smaller  parcel  (10- 
acres)  of  land  at  the  same  intersection;  build  a  new  AFRC/OMS  facility  spanning  both  sides 
of  DRMO  Road,  or  the  no  action  alternative  in  which  the  Army,  the  Navy  and  the  Marine 
Corps  Reservists  will  continue  to  use  their  existing  downtown  Las  Vegas  location.  The 
proposed  action  and  each  of  the  alternative  actions  will  discuss  the  potential  impacts  of  each 
alternative  based  on  the  information  presented  in  Section  3.0.,  Description  of  the  Existing 
Environment.  Short-term  impacts  (if  any)  are  discussed  as  the  first  impact  element  of  each 
technical  subject. 

4.1  Proposed  Action 

The  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action  would  potentially  impact  the 
following  environmental  protocols:  air  quality  -  short  and  long  term,  noise,  water 
resources,  biological  resources,  land  use,  traffic,  cultural  resources,  and  hazardous  waste 
management. 

4.1.1  Air  Quality 

The  existing  ambient  air  quality  and  emission  rate  of  pollutants  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley 
were  discussed  in  Section  3.0.  The  type  of  pollutants  considered  in  this  EA  are  those 
historically  regulated  by  federal,  state,  and  local  regulatory  agencies.  Of  primary 
importance  are  those  pollutants  regulated  as  "criteria  pollutants"  through  the  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS).  These  six  pollutants  are:  ozone,  carbon 
monoxide,  nitrogen  dioxide,  sulfur  dioxide,  particulate  matter  (PM10),  and  lead.  In  the 
Las  Vegas  area,  the  criteria  pollutants  of  greatest  concern  are  carbon  monoxide  and 
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particulates.  Nellis  AFB,  located  in  Clark  County,  is  located  in  a  moderate  non-attainment 
area  for  carbon  monoxide  and  a  serious  non-attainment  area  for  PM10  (particulate  matter). 
Conformity  analysis  will  be  limited  to  these  two  priority  pollutants. 

Short-term  Impacts 

The  proposed  action  would  result  in  short-term,  temporary  increases  in  PM,0  and  CO 
emissions  during  construction  of  this  new  facility.  Construction  on  the  proposed  site  would 
require  the  import  of  and  placement  of  approximately  155,000  cubic  yards  of  fill  material  to 
bring  portions  of  the  site  up  to  an  acceptable  grade.  The  site  was  initially  used  as  a  borrow 
pit  for  fill  material  during  the  construction  of  the  nearby  Nellis  Federal  Hospital.  It  is 
proposed  to  provide  fill  material  from  two  sources:  130,000  cubic  yards  from  a  nearby 
borrow  pit  on  Federal  lands,  approximately  two  miles  north  of  the  proposed  site  along 
Range  Road  and  approximately  25,000  cubic  yards  by  deepening  the  existing  pit  on  the 
proposed  project  site. 

Using  a  conservative  conversion  factor  of  1.4  Tons  per  cubic  yard,  the  130,000  cubic  yards 
needed  from  the  borrow  pit  will  weigh  approximately  182,000  lbs.  The  EPA  emission 
factors  for  excavation  of  borrow  materials  using  batch  drop  excavation  techniques  are  0.0024 
lbs/ton.  This  equates  to  the  generation  of  approximately  437  pounds  or  0.2  Tons  of  PM,0 
particulates  as  a  result  of  the  excavation  process. 

It  is  estimated  that  about  7,222  trips  (using  conventional  10-cubic  yard  belly  dump  trucks  and 
8-cubic  yard  pup  trailers)  would  be  required  for  delivery  of  fill  material.  This  is  based  on 
the  need  to  transport  approximately  130,000  cubic  yards  of  fill  material  to  the  site  at  a  rate 
of  18  cubic  yards  per  trip.  Fugitive  dusts  generated  as  a  result  of  this  operation  are 
calculated  based  on  total  vehicle  miles  traveled.  Based  on  a  total  of  7,222  trips,  requiring 
approximately  four  miles  per  round  trip,  an  estimated  28,888  vehicle  miles  will  be  traveled 
to  relocate  fill  materials.  Utilizing  an  EPA  emission  factor  generated  for  collector  streets 
(0.013  lbs/vehicle  mile  traveled),  it  is  estimated  that  approximately  375  lbs  or  0.189  Tons  of 
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fugitive  dusts  would  be  generated. 


Site  excavation,  grading,  and  compaction  are  the  primary  site  excavation  activities  that 
would  add  to  and  PMl0  emissions.  The  EPA  emission  factors  for  heavy  construction  activity 
are  calculated  to  be  1.2  Tons/acre  of  land  under  construction  per  month.  This  factor  is  for  all 
total  suspended  particulates  and  not  strictly  PMl0  emissions.  Based  on  particle  size 
dynamics,  the  PM,0  emission  factor  is  conservatively  0.5  of  the  total  or  .6  Tons/acre. 

Although  the  project  site  is  approximately  16.5  acres,  it  is  estimated  that  less  than  15  acres 
of  land  will  be  disturbed  by  project  construction.  Further,  less  than  half  of  this  area  would 
be  under  construction  at  the  same  time.  Therefore,  based  on  an  actual  disturbance  of 
approximately  7.5  acres  per  month,  a  total  of  4.5  Tons/month  of  PM10  emissions  could 
result  from  the  site  preparation  work.  It  is  estimated  that  site  preparation  activities  would 
last  up  to  three  months.  The  total  anticipated  emissions  for  this  activity  are  therefore 
estimated  to  be  13.5  Tons.  For  all  construction  activities  associated  with  the  AFRC/OMS 
facility,  a  total  emission  of  less  than  14  Tons  of  PM,0  emissions  are  expected. 

The  Clark  County  Health  District  requires  a  construction  permit  (Dust  Control)  permit  for 
any  construction  project  that  would  disturb  more  than  1/4  of  an  acre.  Besides  the  initial 
application  fee  of  $26.40,  projects  are  assessed  fees  based  on  their  potential  to  emit  (PTE) 
dust.  The  PM,„  Offset  Calculations  for  the  Construction  Activity  Permit  is  based  on 
calculations  using  the  formula: 

PTEpM-io  =  (n  Acres)  x  (654  lbs/acre)  x  (1  Ton/2000  lbs)  x  1  year 

Using  this  formula  to  calculate  PM,0  emissions  results  in  the  calculation  of  5.4  Tons/year  of 
PM,0  emissions.  Penalties  or  fees  are  assessed  based  on  these  emission  calculations  at  a  rate 
of  two  times  the  amount  generated  times  a  fee  of  $581.00  per  Ton.  Based  on  this  formula, 
and  the  proposed  projects’  calculated  emissions  rate  of  5.4  Tons/year,  a  fee  of: 
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5.4  Tons/yr.  x  2  x  $581.00  per  Ton 


equals  a  Offset  fee  of  $6,274.80. 


For  completeness,  it  is  appropriate  to  examine  the  project  for  "Regional  Significance"  which 
is  defined  for  the  nonattainment  pollutants  as  emitt:ng  10  percent  or  more  of  a  nonattainment 
or  maintenance  area'®  emission  fo*  that  pollutant.  The  Las  Vegas  Valley  PM10  emissions  are 
approximately  170  Tons/year.  The  calculated  emissions  -  Dr  the  proposed  project  are  roughly 
14  Tons  during  construction.  The  Clark  County  Air  Pollution  Control  District  considers  any 
project  emitting  less  than  70  Tons/vear  to  be  minor  contributors.  The  AFRC/OMS  project 
PM10  emissions  are  less  than  10  percent  of  *he  Valley’s  emissions  and  are  therefore  considered 
regionally  insignificant  and  de  minimus  based  on  current  area  emissions. 


Water  application  is  most  often  selected  as  a  control  measure  to  reduce  fugitive  dust  emissions 
during  constniction  projects.  The  effectiveness  of  watering  to  control  emissions  of  fugitive 
dust  depends  on  the  frequency  of  water  application.  By  watering  twice  a  day,  fugitive 
emissions  can  be  reduced  by  approximately  50  percent  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  1985).  Construction  of  the  AfrRC/OMS  would  include  application  of  water  twice  per 
day  to  coin-  oi  tugitive  emissions. 


Construction  related  impacts  on  air  quality  would  occur  within  a  localized  area  and  would 
only  have  short-term  temporary  impacts,  ^missions  would  be  mitigated  through  the  use  of 
control  measures  in  accordance  w  ith  standard  construction  practices.  Trucks  used  for  hauling 
fill  material  and  site  preparation  would  meet  EPA  vehicle  emissions  standards  as  required. 


The  potential  CO  emissions  are  directly  a  result  of  vehicle  emissions  generated  by  hauling  and 
placement  of  the  fill  materials.  Based  on  a  five-year-old  fleet  of  heavy  duty  diesel  trucks  with 
50,000  miles,  CO  emissions  are  calculated  tc  be  10.3  giams  per  mile.  Based  on  a  prior  estimate 
of  28,883  vehicle  mil,-.  it  is  estimated  that  hauling  of  the  130,000  cubic  yards  of  fill  material 
from  the  borrow  pit  to  the  project  site  would  generate  6t<6  lbs  of  CO  or 
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0.328  Tons.  Conservatively,  doubling  this  estimate  to  cover  the  placement  and  compaction 
would  result  in  a  projected  CO  emission  level  of  1,311  lbs  or  0.656  Tons  for  the  total 
project.  This  compares  to  a  total  annual  CO  emission  level  in  the  of  123,533  Tons  per 
year  for  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  as  reported  in  1991  (Clark  County  Health  Department).  The 
CO  emissions  for  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  are  therefore  considered  to  be  at  de  minimus  levels 
for  this  project. 

Long-term  Impacts 

Movement  of  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  to  Nellis  AFB  might  require  reservists  to  travel  further 
to  their  Reserve  Unit.  It  is  estimated  that  the  relocation  of  this  facility  will  add  10-miles 
each  way  for  all  site  visitors.  A  maximum  of  45  full-time  personnel  would  be  expected  to 
operate  the  facility  on  a  daily  basis.  Based  on  a  five-day  work  week,  48  weeks  a  year,  an 
additional  108,000  miles  could  be  driven  by  full-time  personnel  as  a  result  of  this  move. 
Reservists  visiting  the  facility  on  evenings,  weekends,  or  for  summer  drills  could  add  an 
additional  71,380  miles  to  this  total,  based  on  the  individual  reporting  requirements  for  each 
Branch  of  the  Service.  Table  4-1  provides  an  estimate  of  the  mileage  traveled  for  each 
military  organization.  Adverse  impacts  of  this  nature  can  be  significantly  reduced  by  the  use 
of  car  pooling. 

Relocation  of  the  AFRC/OMS  would  have  some  positive  impacts  to  the  air  quality  of 
southeastern  Las  Vegas  area.  Reduction  of  military  personnel  in  the  area  would  reduce 
traffic  congestion  during  peak  business  hours  (evenings  and  weekends),  thereby  decreasing 
vehicle  air  emissions.  Further,  those  emissions  generated  by  traveling  the  longer  distance 
would  be  outside  of  the  highest  air  pollution  area,  resulting  in  a  slight  improvement  to  air 
quality. 

Military  equipment  operation  is  another  area  potentially  impacting  air  emissions.  The 
greatest  potential  source  for  air  emissions  is  from  vehicles  in  the  U.S.  Army’s  257th 
Transportation  Division.  The  major  vehicle  of  consequence  is  the  M1070  tractor  used  to  pull 
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Table  4-1 


AFRC/OMS  Reserve  Staff  Mileage 


Military  Unit 

Person  Trips 

Miles  Traveled 

U.S.  Army 

1,669 

33,380 

U.S.  Navy 

1,250 

25,500 

U.S.  Marine  Corps. 

650 

13,000 

71,380 


the  M1000  trailer  for  tank  transport.  Known  as  a  HET,  and  powered  by  a  Detroit  Diesel 
engine,  96  of  these  vehicles  are  assigned  to  this  unit  for  operation  and  maintenance.  Table  4-2 
provides  a  list  of  engine  emission  rate*,  and  the  current  EPA  Standards  for  each  pollutant. 


The  HET  vehicle  exceeds  the  current  (1994)  EPA  standards  for  NOx  and  particulate 
emissions,  with  particulate  emissions  of  particular  concern  in  the  Las  Vegas  area.  The 
particulate  emissions  for  these  vehicles  are  approximately  four  times  the  EPA  limits 
established  for  this  vehicle.  The  NOx  emissions  are  almost  twice  the  allowable  limit,  but  the 
Department  of  the  Army  (DA)  has  an  exemption  for  these  vehicles.  The  limited  operational 
usage  of  these  vehicles  for  tw  o  hours  per  month  would  only  produce  approximately  238  GMs 
of  NOx. 


Operations  of  these  vehicles  are  allow  ed,  however,  as  a  result  of  a  memorandum  of 
understanding  (MOL)  established  betww»n  the  EPA  and  DA  on  October  4,  1988, 
representatives  from  the  EPA  and  U.S.  Army  Tank  and  Automotive  Command  (TACOM) 
agreed  to  a  National  Security  Exemption  (NSE)  for  the  DA  Tactical  Vehicle  Fleet.  The  HET 
vehicle  is  a  part  of  this  fleet.  The  MOU  allows  the  DA  to  procure  the  HET  vehicles  for  Fiscal 
Years  1991  through  1995  under  the  EPA  standards  established  for  1991  vehicles.  The  HET 
vehicle  meets  the  1991  standards. 


The  impact  of  emissions  from  these  vehicles,  although  in  some  cases  exceeding  current  EPA 
Standards,  must  be  considered  small,  due  to  the  limited  operations  of  the  vehicles  and  engines. 
It  is  anticipated  that  the  greatest  use  of  these  vehicles  w  ould  be  during  summer  drill  periods. 
Therefore,  due  to  the  limited  ard  intermittent  operation  of  these  vehicles  (less  than  two  hours 
per  week),  air  emissions  impacts  are  considered  to  be  Jess  than  significant. 


4  1.2  Noise 

Construction  of  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  w  ould  create  both  short-term  and  long-term  impacts 
as  discussed  below: 

Short-term  noise  effects  during  construction  w'ould  not  produce  long  term  affect  on  the 
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Table  4-2 


Detroit  Diesel  8V-92TA  Engine  Emissions* 


Parameter 

EPA  Requirements** 

Measured  Emissions 

Hydrocarbons 

1.3 

0.66 

Carbon  monoxide 

15.5 

4.0 

NOx 

5.0 

9.9 

Particulates 

0.1 

0.39 

*  GM/BPH-Hr 

**  EPA  1994  Standards 
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residents  of  CafTareili  Court  or  persons  using  the  Family  Campgrounds.  However,  as 
discussed  in  the  long-term  impacts  section,  both  residents  of  Caffarelli  Court  and  personnel 
using  the  Family  Campground  would  be  negatively  impacted  during  Reserve  operations 
involving  the  use  of  the  HET  vehicles. 


Short-term  Impacts 


Noise  levels  for  the  short  term  would  be  expected  to  increase  due  to  the  use  of  heavy 
machinery  and  general  construction  activities  although  the  noise  levels  would  remain 
consistent  w  ith  the  areas'  use.  These  increased  noise  levels  are  expected  to  be  of  short  duration 
and  limited  to  daytime,  weekday  hours.  Due  to  the  temporary  nature  of  these  noises,  and  the 
limited  daytime,  weekday  occurrence,  their  impact  is  considered  to  be  less  than  significant. 


Long-term  Impacts 


The  long-term  noise  impacts  are  considered  to  be  of  a  greater  concern  due  to  the  proximity  of 
the  proposed  site  to  the  Caffarelli  Court  Mobile  Home  Park  and  the  recreation  area  (Family 
Campground)  to  the  west.  Caffarelli  Court  mobile  homes  are  approximately  400  feet  to  the 
southwest  of  the  proposed  site  at  the  near\»t  point.  The  Family  Campground  is  slightly 
further  away,  but  there  are  plans  to  expand  the  campground  area  closer  to  the  AFRC/OMS 
facility.  Peak  activities  for  both  the  camp  ground  and  AFRC/OMS  occur  on  weekends. 


The  primary  noise  source  of  conceri  is  the  HET  vehicle.  The  Detroit  Diesel  engine  powering 
these  vehicles  produce  intense  aoise  levels  of  varying  octaves.  Personnel  operating  these 
vehicles  normally  wear  hearing  protection  devises  because  of  the  noise  levels  generated.  Initial 
calculations  show  noise  generation  levels,  as  they  reach  Caffarelli  Court,  to  be  close  to  or 
exceed  noise  limits  for  the  area.  Operations  would  normally  be  limited  to  daytime 
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hours. 


Noise  data  for  the  HET  vehicles  range  from  76  dBA  at  idle  to  85  dBA  at  1450  RPM  to  99  dBA 
at  the  maximum  noise  level.  Noise  data  was  provided  by  OshKosh  Truck  Company. 

Although  noise  generated  from  the  HET  vehicles  individually  might  be  acceptable,  the  U.S. 
Army  has  indicated  that  up  to  24  HET  vehicles  would  be  operating  at  the  same  time. 
Calculation  of  noise  attenuation  over  distance  may  be  calculated  by  two  different  methods: 
either  as  a  point  source  or  a  tine  source.  With  the  vehicles  parked  in  a  line,  the  sound  wave 
could  perform  as  a  line  generator  w  ith  24  HET  vehicles  running  and  act  as  a  line  generator  for 
receptors  close  to  the  source.  Twenty  four  llETs  parked  in  a  line  would  extend  250  feet  across 
the  line.  Using  24  single  sources  generating  85  dBA  acting  as  a  line  source  is  the  equivalent  of 
a  single  source  generating  98  dBA.  At  a  distance  of  410  feet,  this  would  equate  to  78  dBA 
impacting  Caffarelli  Court  at  the  closest  point. 

Calculating  noise  for  a  point  source  produces  a  lower  dBA  result,  but  calculations  using  either 
method,  are  very  close  to  or  exceed  Clark  County  Noise  Ordinance  Standards  (55  dBA 
maximum  limit  for  night-time  operations). 

Discussions  with  Clark  County'  Planning  Commission  representatives  indicate  that  the  County 
considers  enforcement  of  County  noise  regulations  at  Nellis  AFB  beyond  their  limit  of 
authority  and  not  of  their  concern.  Discussions  with  EPA  however,  indicated  that  President 
Carter  signed  Executive  Order  12088  in  1978,  entitled  "Federal  Compliance  w  ith  Pollution 
Control  Standards."  This  Executive  Order  states: 

"The  head  of  each  Executive  Agency  is  responsible  for  compliance  w  ith  applicable 
pollution  control  standards,  including  those  established  pursuant  to,  but  not  limited 
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to  the  following: 

The  Noise  Control  Act  of  1972  (42  U.S.C.,  4900  et.  seq.)." 

Further,  in  June  1980,  a  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Urban  Noise  (FICUN), 
published  "Guidelines  for  Considering  Noise  in  Land  Use  Planning  and  Control.  The 
Department  of  Defense  was  one  of  the  primary  Federal  agencies  participating  in  the 
Interagency  Committee.  This  report  defines  suggested  land  use  compatibility  guidelines  for 
various  noise  zone  classifications  and  acceptable  noise  level  limits  for  various  uses.  The 
FICUN  report  considers  the  location  of  mobile  home  parks  or  trailer  courts  in  noise  zones 
above  Ldn65  as  not  compatible  and  should  be  prohibited. 

The  Ldn  scale  is  the  day-night  sound  level  measurement  and  is  the  A-weighted  equivalent 
sound  level  for  a  24-hour  period  with  an  additional  10  dB  weight  imposed  on  the  equivalent 
sound  levels  occurring  during  nighttime  hours.  Because  of  the  limited  number  of  operating 
vehicle  hours,  the  HET  vehicles  will  not  exceed  the  Ldn  values  established  for  the  trailer 
court. 

Due  to  the  sound  intensity  generated  by  the  HET  vehicles,  the  proximity  of  these  vehicles  to 
the  Caffarelli  Court  mobile  homes  and  the  family  camping  area,  and  the  fact  that  the  sound 
levels  impacting  both  areas  could  be  close  to  or  exceed  the  legal  limits,  the  U.  S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  proposes  to  construct  sound  barriers  along  the  western  and  southern 
perimeter  of  the  proposed  site.  Current  plans  call  for  the  construction  of  a  block  w  all, 
approximately  nine-feet  high. 

The  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Highw  ay  Administration  has  developed 
standards  for  noise  barrier  design  and  published  this  information  in  the  "Noise  Barrier 
Design  Handbook"  (U.  S.  DOT,  1976).  Effective  design  of  noise  barriers  must  include  an 
evaluation  of  the  height  of  the  noise  generator  as  well  as  the  attenuation  capabilities  of  the 
barrier  materials.  The  DOT  handbook  calculates  the  noise  attenuation  or  transmission  loss 
factors  for  a  cinder  block  wall  (hollow  core)  to  be  28  dBA  w  hen  applied  to  a  generalized 
truck  noise  spectrum. 
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Noise  generated  from  the  HET  vehicles  as  it  impacts  Caffarclli  Court  with  the  sound 
attenuation  wall  could  be  reduced  to  50  dBA  (78  dBA  -28  dBA)  for  a  line  source.  These 
calculations  are  based  on  the  fact  that  vehicles  would  be  parked  facing  the  cinder  block  wall, 
providing  the  greatest  degree  of  protection  for  the  Caffarelli  Court  and  Family  Campground 
areas. 

The  proposed  sound  w  all  will  reduce  noise  impact  levels  to  Caffarelli  Court  and  the  Family 
Campground  areas.  Reducing  sound  levels  as  they  impact  these  areas  to  less  than  55  dBA 
would  be  acceptable  and  would  partially  meet  Clark  County  noise  ordinances.  Noise  at  the 
ferce  line  of  the  AFRC/OMS  could  still  exceed  local  standards. 


4.1.3  W  ater 

The  potential  impacts  to  water  resources  in  the  Las  Vegas  area  as  a  result  of  implementing  the 
proposed  project  are  dependent  upon  the  specific  water  resource  selected.  Potential  impacts  to 
surface  water  differ  from  the  potential  impact  to  groundw  ater  or  water  usage.  The  follow  ing 
subsections  will  evaluate  the  potential  impact  to  each  water  resource. 


4. 1.3.1  Stormwater 

The  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility  planned  for  Area  III  of  Nellis  AFB  w  ould  be  constructed 
similarly  to  the  site  conceptual  design  as  illustrated  in  Figure  2-3.  An  integral  part  of  the 
proposed  design  is  the  installation  of  two  stormwater  catchment  basins  along  the  northeastern 
and  northw  estern  portion  of  the  site.  Surface  w  ater  from  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  will  drain 
into  these  basins  and  remove  approximately  16.5  acre-feet  of  surface  w  ater  runoff  to  the  Las 
Vegas  W'ash.  This  should  be  considered  a  slightly  beneficial  impact  to  potentially  reduce,  by 
some  small  degree,  area  flooding  that  might  result  from  surface 


water  runoff. 


4. 1.3.2  Groundwater 

The  construction  of  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility  will  require  fresh  water  supplies  for 
normal  operations  and  fire  suppression  systems.  No  groundwater  wells  are  planned  for  the 
proposed  facility.  At  the  present  time,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  proposes  to  use 
the  City  of  North  Las  Vegas  for  domestic  water  supply  and  for  maintaining  minimal  water 
pressures  for  fire  flow  requirements. 

Water  supplies  for  the  City  of  North  Las  Vegas  are  partly  derived  from  area  groundwater 
wells.  The  proposed  project  would  not  be  considered  a  new  user  of  water  resources.  Water 
demands  for  the  new  facility  should  be  of  a  similar  requirement  as  the  current  AFRC  facility. 
Therefore  no  significant  impact  to  groundwater  is  expected. 

4. 1.3.3  Water  Use 

The  AFRC/OMS  facility  could  potentially  impact  water  usage  in  the  immediate  area  of  Nellis 
AFB,  depending  on  its  ultimate  source  of  fresh  water.  Although  Nellis  AFB  does  not 
exceed  its  allotment  of  4,000  acre-feet  of  water  per  year,  during  the  summer  months  it  does 
exceed  its  maximum  draw  rate. 

Water  use  can  be  divided  into  two  categories;  normal  week  day  use  and  peak  summer 
consumption.  The  normal  week-day  staff  could  total  up  to  65  persons  for  all  Branches  of  the 
service.  Water  usage  is  a  total  of  all  water  consumed,  whether  for  drinking,  personnel 
hygiene,  or  for  cleaning  purposes.  It  is  estimated  that  each  individual  would  use  70 
gallons/day  per  person.  Normal  week-day  usage  could  amount  to  a  total  of  4,550 
gallons/day  or  136,000  gallons/ month. 

Consumption  of  water  should  reach  its  peak  during  summer  months  when  the  maximum 
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number  of  Reservists  would  be  in  the  area  for  summer  drills.  The  U.  S.  Army  Reserve 
activity  could  reach  a  peak  of  233  Reservists,  the  U.  S.  Navy  a  peak  of  260,  and  the  U.  S. 
Marine  Corps  a  peak  of  60.  Although  it  is  not  anticipated  that  all  units  would  be  in  the  field 
at  the  same  time,  it  is  possible  that  the  Marines  could  be  in  the  field  at  the  same  time  as  one 
of  the  other  Service  organizations,  bring  the  potential  number  of  people  in  the  field  up  to  a 
maximum  of  320.  Using  the  same  water  usage  factors  of  70  gallons/person/day,  an 
estimated  that  22,400  gallons/day  could  be  consumed.  Since  field  operations  are  of  a  limited 
duration  (normally  less  than  two  weeks),  it  is  calculated  that  a  total  of  313,600  gallons  of 
water  could  be  consumed  over  the  two- week  period. 

Current  designs  call  for  water  to  be  supplied  by  the  City  of  North  Las  Vegas.  The  proposed 
AFRC/OMS  facility  would  tie  into  existing  potable  water  pipelines  south  of  the  proposed 
site.  This  would  allow  for  construction  of  the  proposed  facility  without  the  need  to  install  a 
water  storage/pressure  systems  to  ensure  that  fire  flow  pressure  to  existing  users  is 
maintained.  Regardless  of  which  source  is  selected  to  supply  water,  the  construction  and 
operation  of  the  proposed  facility  is  not  considered  a  new  water  user  in  the  Valley.  Existing 
personnel  working  in  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  should  consume  similar  amounts  of  water 
when  relocated  to  the  proposed  Nellis  AFB  location,  therefore  there  is  no  significant  impact. 

4. 1.3.4  Waste  water 

The  proposed  AFRC/OMS  plans  to  tie  into  an  existing  Clark  County  sanitary  sewer  system 
in  the  Nellis  AFB  area.  Currently,  two  alternatives  exist  for  the  tie  in.  Proposal  No.  1 
calls  for  installation  of  a  new  8-inch  pipeline  running  4,200  feet  to  the  south  and  being  into 
the  existing  system  just  to  the  north  of  Las  Vegas  Boulevard.  A  second  proposal  calls  for 
construction  of  a  6-inch  pipeline,  running  1 ,400  feet  to  the  east.  Construction  of  either 
pipeline  would  have  no  impact  on  area  cultural  or  biological  resources. 

For  surface  water  run  off,  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  would  submit  a  NOI,  prepare  a 
stormwater  pollution  prevention  plan,  and  pay  appropriate  fees  at  least  two  days  prior  to 
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start  of  construction  as  a  pan  of  it  efforts  to  obtain  a  NPDES  permit. 


An  oil/ water  separator  would  be  installed  at  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility  to  collect  and 
process  contaminated  water  collected  on  site.  Specific  criteria  have  been  developed  by  Nellis 
AFB  for  the  incorporation  and  usage  of  oil/ water  separators  on  site  and  the  AFRC/OMS 
must  meet  these  requirements.  Operation  and  maintenance  of  a  oil/water  separator  system  in 
accordance  to  Nellis  AFB  standards  should  create  no  adverse  environmental  impacts. 
Therefore  the  potential  impact  to  waste  water  are  considered  insignificant. 

4.1.4  Biology 

The  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility  will  remove  approximately  16.5  acres  of  land  for  use  by 
area  animals.  The  site  will  be  dominated  by  three  buildings  and  a  parking  area  for  military 
vehicles  and  personal  vehicles.  The  site  is  already  heavily  disturbed  by  the  previous  removal 
of  approximately  six-feet  of  soil/ fill  materials  for  the  construction  of  the  nearby  Nellis 
Federal  Hospital.  The  site  is  mostly  void  of  any  vegetation,  except  along  the  site’s 
perimeter.  As  a  result,  the  construction  of  the  proposed  facility  is  considered  to  have  no 
significant  impact  on  area  plants  or  wildlife. 

A  wetlands  evaluation  of  the  proposed  site  was  completed  in  accordance  with  the  Federal 
Manual  for  Identifying  and  Delineating  Jurisdictional  Wetlands  (referred  to  as  the  federal 
manual).  According  to  the  federal  manual,  three  criteria  must  be  met  before  an  area  can  be 
identified  as  a  wetland: 

•  Hydrophytic  vegetation 

•  Hydric  soils 

•  Wetland  hydrology. 

None  of  these  conditions  are  encountered  at  the  proposed  site,  therefore  no  wetland  impact 
is  possible. 
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4.1.5  Land  Use 


Area  land  use  near  the  proposed  Nellis  AFRC/OMS  is  considered  to  be  a  mix  of  residential, 
recreational,  and  industrial  use  with  the  presence  of  mobile  homes,  family  campground, 
fuel  storage  tanks,  auto  wrecking  and  salvage  operations,  railroad  spurs,  and  other  military 
operations  nearby. 

The  Department  of  Defense  and  Nellis  AFB  policy  for  land  use  guidance  is  based  on  DOD 
Instruction  4165.57  (1977),  which  outlines  Air  Compatibility  Use  Zones  (AICUZ).  Each 
military  service  has  an  AICUZ  program  to  investigate,  describe,  and  study  noise  exposure 
and  land  use  at  all  DOD  air  installations.  An  AICUZ  exists  for  Nellis  AFB.  The  AICUZ 
studies  for  each  installation  are  prepared  and  given  to  the  public  and  local,  regional,  state, 
and  other  federal  agencies  in  their  land  use  planning/control.  Suggested  land  use 
compatibility  guidelines  state  that  mobile  home  parks  or  trailer  courts  should  not  be  located 
in  noise  zones  where  the  L*.  level  exceeds  65  dB.  Although  the  proposed  project  does  not 
exceed  the  L*  limits  for  a  24-hour  period,  daytime  sound  levels  as  they  impact  Caffarelli 
Court  could  approach  this  sound  level. 

Further,  Nellis  AFB  maintains  a  Base  Comprehensive  Plan  (1991),  designed  to  maintain  the 
quality  of  life  for  Air  Force  personnel.  Development  of  the  proposed  site  as  an  AFRC/OMS 
facility  could  potentially  adversely  impact  the  social/psychological  condition  of  Base 
personnel  faced  with  excessive  noise.  If  noise  levels  were  to  exceed  the  levels 
established  by  the  U.  S.  Air  Force  for  mobile  home  parks,  significant  impacts  could  result. 

4.1.6  Traffic 

Traffic  impacts  as  a  result  of  implementing  the  proposed  project  would  remove  motor 
vehicles  from  the  current  AFRC/OMS  facility  on  Sahara  Blvd.  With  the  major  Reserve 
activity  occurring  at  night  and  on  weekends,  Reservists  must  share  road  space  and  limited 
street  parking  with  area  merchants  and  customers. 
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Movement  of  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  to  Nellis  AFB  would  increase  Nellis  area  traffic,  but 
predominantly  during  periods  of  the  day  w  hen  the  roads  are  not  congested.  Week  day  evening 
meetings  w  ould  bring  Reservists  to  the  Neilis  AFB  area  at  a  time  of  day  w  hen  most  traffic  is 
moving  in  the  opposite  direction.  Week  end  meetings  w  ould  bring  Reservists  to  the  area  in 
early  morning,  another  period  of  time  w  ith  low  traffic  volumes. 


Relocation  of  the  AFRC/OMS  to  the  Nellis  AFB  area  w  ould  slightly  improve  traffic  and 
parking  congestion  in  the  immediate  area  of  Sahara  Avenue. 


4.1.7  Cultural  Resources 


As  stated  previously,  the  proposed  site  for  the  AFRC/OMS  is  heavily  disturbed  as  a  result  of 
excavation  of  approximately  six-feet  of  soil/fill  material  over  most  of  the  site.  Because  of  this 
heavy  disturbance,  no  cultural  resources  exist  on  the  site.  Search  of  archaeological  records  at 
the  Museum  of  Natural  History  ,  University'  of  Nevada.  Las  Vegas,  indicates  no  cultural 
resources  at  the  proposed  site.  Based  on  this  information,  and  the  general  lack  of  cultural 
resources  in  the  area,  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  considered  to  have  no 
significant  impact  on  cultural  resources. 


4.1.8  Hazardous  Materials  Management 


As  discussed  in  Section  2.1,  Proposed  Action,  The  U.S.  Army  Reserve  and  the  U.S.  Marine 
Reserve  units  would  be  conducting  a  wide  range  of  heavy  vehicle  maintenance  operations  and 
training  as  a  major  part  of  their  mission.  Limited  quantities  of  hazardous  materials,  motor 
and  lubricating  oils,  and  other  controlled  substances  would  be  required  as  a  part  of  normal 
vehicle  maintenance,  operation  and  training. 


Changing  oil  in  vehicles  at  this  new  facility’  would  create  the  greatest  amount  of  waste.  Oil 
changes  are  only  conducted  when  laboratory  testing  indicates  that  an  oil  change  is  needed. 
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Based  on  past  experience  with  the  HET  vehicle,  equipped  with  the  Detroit  Diesel  engine, 
approximately  one  55-gallon  drum  of  waste  oil  would  be  generated  every  90  days.  A 
hazardous  materials  (HazMat)  stO“ag"  area  would  be  built  as  a  part  of  this  new  facility  with 
the  Army  planning  to  store  their  own  materials.  The  Army  would  not  transport  waste  but 
would  utilize  Nellis  AFB  systems  for  removal  of  wastes.  Table  4-3  provides  a  list  of  materials 
normally  expected  to  be  stockpiled  in  limited  quantities  at  a  military  operations  and 
maintenance  shop. 

The  U.S.  Navy  has  no  current  plans  for  generating  any  hazardous  materials  on  site.  The 
Reserve  unit  is  considered  a  zero  hazardous  materials  generator  and  has  only  two  vehicles:  a 
pickup  truck  and  a  van.  These  vehicles  are  taken  out  for  servicing.  No  service  training  is  a 
part  of  this  Reserve  contingent.  No  storage  space  has  been  identified  for  hazardous  materials. 

The  U.S.  Marine  Corps  would  conduct  operations  similar  to  those  planned  by  the  U.S.  Army, 
but  on  a  smaller  scale.  The  Reserve  unit  would  perform  normal  vehicle  maintenance  at  the 
Reserve  Center,  including  oil  changes,  lubrication,  and  battery  service.  No  painting  or  body 
work  would  be  planned  for  this  facility. 

Limited  quantities  of  oil,  lubricants,  and  batteries  would  be  stored  on  site,  utilizing  the  same 
storage  area  as  the  Army.  The  Marines  estimate  that  their  waste  generation  rate  would  be 
approximately  one-third  that  of  the  Army,  or  approximately  18-20  gallons  every'  90  days. 

Plans  for  w  aste  disposal  are  not  finalized,  but  the  Marines  would  most  likely  dispose  of  wastes 
via  the  existing  Nellis  AFB  system. 

Since  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  facility'  would  be  located  on  Nellis  AFB  property,  USAF 
environmental  guidelines  serve  as  the  foundation  for  ihc  operation  and  control  of  facilities 
using  hazardous  materials.  In  the  event  that  U.S.  Army  or  U.S.  Marine  Corps  regulations 
impose  more  stringent  controls  on  the  management  of  hazardous  materials,  the  more  stringent 
regulations  would  be  put  into  effect  and  Noris  AFB  regulations  would  be  met. 
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Table  4-3 

Hazardous  and  Controlled  Materials 

45RC/CMS 


a.  Aerosol  Spray  Paint 

b.  Antifreeze 

c.  Batteries 

d.  Brake  Fluid 

e.  Diesel  Fuel 

f.  Freon 

g.  Gunk  Engine  Brite 

h.  Hydraulic  Fluid 

i.  Lubricating  Oils 

j.  Motor  Oil 

k.  Safety  Kleen  Solvent 

l.  Starting  Fluid 
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For  the  purpose  of  controlling  hazardous  materials,  Nellis  AFB  has  developed  a  plan  for 
managing  substances  falling  under  this  classification.  Known  as  the  "Nellis  Air  Force  Base 
Plan  12  -  Hazardous  Waste  Management"  or  NAFB  Plan  12,  the  plan  provides  guidance 
and  assigns  responsibility  for  proper  transport,  handling,  tum-in  procedures  and  storage  of 
wastes.  This  document  outlines  the  procedures  for  the  Base  to  comply  with  the  hazardous 
waste  management  provisions  of  RCRA  and  applicable  state  statutes  contained  in  Nevada 
State  Assembly  Bill  No.  196,  19  February  81,  et  seq.  Sub-divided  into  Site-specific 
contingency  plans,  OMS  functions  are  covered  under  several  categories.  The  OMS  would 
be  guided  by  the  contingency  plans  for:  Wheel  and  Tire  Shop  (Annex  U-4),  Auto  Craft 
(Annex  11-17),  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shop  (Annex  11-34),  and  Transportation  (Annex  11-44). 

The  NAFB  Plan  12  provides  a  comprehensive  management  plan  for  the  total  control  of 
hazardous  materials  from  their  arrival  on-site  to  their  ultimate  disposal.  The  plan  identifies 
waste  generators,  initial  accumulation  points,  accumulation  sites,  and  disposal  practices. 
Packaging,  labeling,  and  record  keeping  are  an  integral  part  of  waste  management.  A 
waste  minimization  program  is  also  a  part  of  NAFB  Plan  12. 

Based  on  the  guidelines  presented  in  NAFB  Plan  12,  and  its  function  as  the  baseline  control 
for  the  management  of  hazardous  materials,  use  of  limited  quantities  of  hazardous  materials 
at  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  should  have  no  significant  impact  to  the  environment. 

4.1.9  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Because  of  the  highly  developed  waste  management  system  developed  at  Nellis  AFB,  and 
the  limited  quantities  of  hazardous  waste  expected  to  be  generated  at  the  AFRC/OMS 
facility,  it  is  fully  expected  that  the  facility  will  tie  directly  into  Base  operations.  This 
includes:  requisitioning  all  hazardous  materials  from  the  Base  HAZMART,  entry  of  all 
hazardous  materials  into  the  Base  hazardous  materials  database  management  system,  and 
utilizing  existing  Base  systems  for  the  tracking  and  disposal  of  all  hazardous  waste. 
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4.2  Alternative  No.  1 

Alternative  No.  1  to  the  proposed  action  would  be  to  build  a  new  AFRC/OMS  facility  on  a 
smaller  10-acre  parcel  of  land  at  the  same  intersection  of  Range  Road  and  DRMO  Road. 

The  potential  impact  for  this  alternative  are  presented  below. 

4.2.1  Air  Quality 

Short-term  Impacts 

Construction  of  this  alternative  to  the  proposed  action  would  create  similar  impacts  as  the 
proposed  project.  Fill  material  would  be  required  due  to  the  need  to  back  fill  the  entire  10- 
acre  site.  It  is  estimated  that  this  would  require  the  transport  of  approximately  96,000  cubic 
yards  of  fill  material.  Additional  construction  activities  related  to  the  relocation  of  the  two 
fresh  water  pipelines  would  create  additional  PM,0  and  CO  emissions.  The  emissions  of 
PM,0  and  CO  are  still  of  primary  concern,  but  are  slightly  less  (10.0  Tons  for  PM,0  and  0.5 
Tons  for  CO)  than  the  proposed  action. 

The  PM10  emissions  would  still  be  controlled  by  the  application  of  water  during  the 
construction  project.  Carbon  monoxide  emissions  would  be  controlled  by  the  use  of  vehicles 
meeting  EPA  requirements  of  heavy  duty  trucks. 

Long-term  Impacts 

Movement  of  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  to  the  alternate  site  would  have  identical  impacts  as 
the  proposed  action.  Permanent  staff  members  would  still  be  required  to  travel  the  extra 
distance  (estimated  to  be  20-miles  round-trip)  and  drive  the  same  number  of  additional 
miles.  Reservists  would  also  be  required  to  drive  the  same  additional  miles  as  the  permanent 
staff.  Table  4-1  provides  an  estimate  of  the  mileage  traveled  by  each  military  organization. 
Air  quality  in  the  southeast  Las  Vegas  area  would  improve  slightly  as  a  result  of  this  action, 
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the  same  as  for  the  proposed  action..  Operation  of  the  military  equipment  assigned  to  the 
alternate  site  would  be  identical  to  the  proposed  action,  therefore  the  air  quality  impact 
would  be  identical. 

Air  quality  impact  as  a  result  of  selecting  Alternative  No.  1  as  the  site  for  the  AFRC/OMS 
facility  would  have  no  significant  impact. 

4.2.2  Noise 

Short-term  Impacts 

Short-term  noise  levels  would  be  expected  to  rise  sharply,  similar  to  the  proposed  action,  as 
a  result  of  heavy  machinery  and  general  construction  activities.  These  increased  noise  levels 
would  be  of  short  duration  and  normally  limited  to  daytime,  weekday  hours.  Since  the 
location  of  Alternate  No.  1  would  be  further  away  from  the  Caffarelli  Court  mobile  homes 
and  the  Family  camp  grounds,  the  noise  levels  reaching  this  area  would  be  slightly  reduced. 
In  addition,  the  Camp  ground’s  heaviest  use  is  on  week  ends  when  normally  little  or  no 
construction  activity  occurs.  The  short-term  noise  impacts  would  be  considered  less  than 
significant. 

Long-term  Impacts 

Long-term  noise  impacts  from  Alternative  No.  1  would  be  slightly  less  than  at  the  proposed 
project  site.  The  HET  vehicles  would  be  parked  slightly  further  from  the  mobile  homes  in 
Caffarelli  Court  and  the  family  campgrounds  which  would  serve  to  further  attenuate  the  noise 
intensity  impact  on  the  residents  (mobile  homes)  and  campground  visitors  to  the  area.  The 
Nellis  AFB  has  already  approved  the  expansion  of  the  Family  Campground  area  to  the  east. 
Expansion  in  this  direction  would  bring  the  campground  closer  to  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS 
resulting  in  an  increased  negative  impact  to  this  area. 
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It  is  estimated  that  the  sound  intensity  at  the  camp  ground  would  still  be  around  50  dB  and 
the  same  attenuation  measures  presented  for  the  proposed  action  to  reduce  potential  impact 
should  also  be  implemented  for  Alternative  No.  1.  The  potential  noise  impact  to  the  camp 
ground  as  a  result  of  planned  expansion  would  increase  the  sound  level  for  this  area. 
Implementation  of  noise  barriers  would  definitely  reduce  the  impact  on  the  camp  ground 
area,  but  noise  levels  could  still  be  an  annoyance. 

4.2.3  Water 

Construction  of  an  AFRC/OMS  at  the  alternative  site  impacts  water  differently  for  one 
water  parameter  than  the  proposed  action. 

4.2.3. 1  Surface  Water 

The  Alternative  No.  1  site  is  considerably  more  compressed  than  the  preferred  action 
alternative  and  requires  some  modification  in  facility  design.  Space  limitations  eliminate  the 
large  retention  ponds  visible  at  the  front  of  the  preferred  site  thereby  increasing  the  potential 
for  flash  flooding  in  the  area.  Although  this  is  not  considered  a  significant  impact  to  surface 
water,  the  proposed  design  for  the  alternative  site  can  not  be  considered  a  beneficial 
impact.  Construction  of  this  alternative  would  have  no  significant  impact  on  surface  water. 

4.2.3. 2  Groundwater 

The  construction  of  the  project  at  the  alternative  site  would  have  the  identical  impact  as  the 
proposed  action.  The  impact  to  the  area  groundwater  would  remain  as  stated  under  the 
proposed  action.  No  significant  impact  would  be  expected  to  the  groundwater. 

4.2.3. 3  Water  Use 


The  impacts  on  water  use  of  constructing  the  alternative  to  the  proposed  action  would  be  the 


same  as  for  the  proposed  action.  It  would  still  be  proposed  that  water  would  be  supplied  by 
the  City  of  North  Las  Vegas.  The  quantity  of  water  used  would  remain  the  same  and  the 
requirement  to  maintain  pipeline  water  pressure  would  still  be  required. 

4.2.4  Biology 

Alternative  No.  1  to  the  proposed  action  would  impact  only  10  acres  rather  than  the  30  acres 
of  the  proposed  action.  Although  the  area  is  highly  disturbed,  impacting  the  smaller  area 
would  create  even  less  of  an  impact  than  the  proposed  action.  Construction  of  this 
alternative  would  have  no  significant  impact  on  area  plant  or  wildlife. 

4.2.5  Land  Use 

Area  land  use  for  Alternative  No.  1  is  identical  to  the  proposed  project  site.  Confining  the 
AFRC/OMS  facility  to  a  10-acre  parcel  would  place  the  Reserve  facility  further  from  the 
Caffarelli  Court  mobile  home  park  thereby  reducing  the  potential  adverse  land  use  in  the 
area.  Plans  have  already  been  approved  however,  to  expand  the  Family  Campground  to  the 
east,  which  would  place  the  camp  ground  closed  to  the  Reserve  center  and  adversely  impact 
weekend  campers  in  the  area.  The  potential  impact  to  the  camp  ground  is  further 
accentuated  by  the  fact  that  Reserve  activities  occur  at  the  same  time  that  the  camp  ground 
usage  is  at  its  peak,  and  the  sound  attenuation  for  recreational  vehicles  and  tent  campers 
leaves  much  to  be  desired.  Development  of  Alternative  No.  1  could  have  the  same  potential 
impact  as  the  proposed  action.  Development  of  the  site  could  be  a  significant  adverse  impact 
on  area  campers. 

4.2.6  Traffic 

Traffic  impacts  as  a  result  of  implementing  Alternative  No.  1  to  the  proposed  action  would 
have  the  identical  impact  as  the  proposed  project.  Traffic  impacts  to  the  southeast  Las  Vegas 
area  would  improve  slightly  as  a  result  of  decreased  military  personnel  in  the  area  during 


1 


f 


t 


peak  visitor  times  (evenings  and  weekends).  This  alternative  would  increase  traffic  in  the 
Nellis  AFB  area,  but  predominantly  during  the  periods  of  the  day  when  the  roads  are  not 
congested.  The  impacts  of  Alternative  No.  1  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  action  and 
should  be  considered  a  slightly  positive  impact  to  the  southeastern  Las  Vegas  area  and  of  no 
significance  to  Nellis  AFB. 

4.2.7  Cultural  Resources 

The  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  as  a  result  of  implementing  Alternative  No.  1 
would  have  similar  impacts  as  the  proposed  action.  The  prior  removal  of  six-feet  of  soil/fill 
material  from  the  site,  no  record  of  archaeological  resources  in  the  Museum  of  Natural 
History  for  the  site  or  in  the  immediate  area,  indicate  that  construction  of  Alternative  No.  1 
is  considered  to  have  no  significant  impact  on  cultural  resources. 

4.2.8  Hazardous  Materials  Management 

Hazardous  materials  management  under  Alternative  No.  1  would  be  identical  as  for  the 
proposed  action.  The  AFRC  personnel  at  the  site  would  follow  the  Nellis  AFB  Plan  12  for 
the  management  of  hazardous  materials,  identical  to  the  procedures  imposed  at  the  proposed 
site.  The  impact  as  a  result  of  using  hazardous  materials  should  not  be  a  significant  impact. 

4.2.9  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  hazardous  waste  management  practices  for  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  for  the 
proposed  action.  By  following  Base  procedures  for  the  purchase,  tracking,  and  disposal  of 
hazardous  wastes,  there  should  be  no  impact  on  the  environment. 
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4.3  Alternative  No.  2 

Alternative  No.  2  to  the  proposed  action  would  be  to  build  a  new  AFRC/OMS  facility  of 
approximately  16.5  acres  spanning  both  sides  of  DRMO  Road.  The  AFRC  training  facility 
would  be  constructed  identical  to  the  proposed  action  at  the  intersection  of  DRMO  Road  and 
Range  Road,  on  the  south  side  of  DRMO  Road.  The  site  would  occupy  approximately  10 
acres  and  would  consist  of  a  68,619  SF  two  -story  training  facility  having  a  footprint  of 
approximately  42,000  SF  and  a  1,152  SF  unheated  storage  facility.  A  9,142  SY  area  for 
POV  parking  would  also  be  a  part  of  this  site. 

The  OMS  and  MEP  facilities  would  be  constructed  on  6.5  acres  north  of  DRMO  Road  on 
land  between  Range  Road  and  the  railroad  tracks  to  the  west.  The  maintenance  building 
would  consist  of  approximately  14,755  SF  and  the  MEP  area  approximately  15,607  SY. 
These  facilities  would  be  designed  to  house  the  same  number  of  vehicles,  equipment,  and 
operating  facilities  as  the  proposed  action. 

4.3.1  Air  Quality 

Short-term  Impacts 

Construction  of  Alternative  No.  2  would  create  similar  short-term  impacts  to  air  quality  as 
the  proposed  project.  The  same  amount  of  fill  materials  would  be  required  utilizing  the  same 
type  and  amount  of  construction  equipment.  The  PM,0  and  CO  emissions  are  still  of  primary 
concern  and  are  of  the  same  level  of  significance  as  the  proposed  action. 

PM10  emissions  would  still  be  controlled  by  application  of  water  twice  each  day  during  the 
construction  project.  Carbon  monoxide  would  be  controlled  by  the  use  of  vehicles  meeting 
EPA  requirements  for  heavy  duty  trucks. 
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Long-term  Impacts 


Movement  of  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  to  this  alternative  site  would  have  identical  impacts  as 
the  proposed  action.  Permanent  staff  members  would  still  be  required  to  travel  the  extra 
distance  (estimated  to  be  20-miles  round-trip)  and  drive  the  same  number  of  additional  miles. 
Reservists  would  also  be  required  to  drive  the  same  additional  miles  as  permanent  staff. 

Table  4-1  provides  an  estimate  of  the  mileage  traveled  by  each  military  organization.  Air 
quality  in  southeast  Las  Vegas  would  improve  slightly  as  a  result  of  this  action. 

Operation  of  the  military  equipment  assigned  to  the  site  would  be  identical  to  the  proposed 
action,  therefore  the  air  quality  impact  would  be  identical. 

Air  quality  impacts  as  a  result  of  selecting  Alternative  No.  2  as  the  site  for  the  AFRC/OMS 
facility  would  have  no  significant  impact. 

4.3.2  Noise 

Short-term  Impacts 

Short-term  noise  levels  would  be  expected  to  rise  sharply,  identical  to  the  proposed  action. 
This  as  a  result  of  heavy  machinery  and  general  construction  activities  at  the  AFRC  facility. 
These  increased  noise  levels  would  be  of  short  duration  and  normally  limited  to  daytime, 
weekday  hours.  The  construction  of  the  new  OMS  and  MEP  facilities  would  have  a  lesser 
impact  on  the  residents  of  Caffarelli  Court  and  the  Family  Campgrounds,  since  the  site  is 
approximately  1,500  -  2,000  feet  further  from  inhabited  areas.  In  addition,  the  Campgrounds 
heaviest  use  is  on  week  ends  when  normally  little  or  no  construction  activity  occurs.  The 
short-term  noise  impacts  would  be  considered  less  than  for  the  proposed  action. 


82 


Long-term  Impacts 


Long-term  noise  impacts  from  Alternative  No.  2  would  be  less  than  the  proposed  project  site 
due  to  maintenance  operations  being  further  removed  from  inhabited  areas.  The  HET 
vehicles  would  be  parked  and  maintained  north  of  DRMO  Road,  approximately  1,500  - 
2,000  feet  from  the  Family  Campground  and  Caffarelli  Court.  This  would  serve  to  further 
attenuate  the  noise  intensity  as  it  would  impact  on  the  residents  and  campground  visitors  to 
the  area. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  sound  intensity  at  the  Campground  would  be  around  35  -  42  dB 
depending  on  the  location  of  the  operating  HETs.  Selection  of  this  alternative  would  reduce 
the  noise  in  the  inhabited  areas  and  potentially  reduce  the  need  for  noise  attenuation 
measures. 

4.3.3  Water 

Construction  of  Alternative  No.  2  would  have  the  same  impact  to  water  as  for  the  proposed 
action. 

4.3.3. 1  Surface  water 

Alternative  No.  2  creates  the  same  impacts  for  the  AFRC  facility  as  the  proposed  action. 
The  same  retention  ponds  will  be  built  with  the  same  degree  of  runoff  expected.  Similarly, 
construction  of  the  new  OMS  facility  north  of  DRMO  Road  will  have  the  same  impacts  as 
construction  of  this  facility  south  of  DRMO  Road.  Construction  of  this  alternative  would 
have  no  significant  impact  on  surface  water. 

4. 3. 3.2  Groundwater 

The  construction  of  this  alternative  would  have  the  identical  impact  as  the  proposed  action. 
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The  impact  to  the  area  groundwater  would  remain  as  stated  under  the  proposed  action.  No 
significant  impacts  would  be  expected  to  the  groundwater. 

4. 3. 3. 3  Water  Use 

The  impacts  on  water  use  for  Alternative  No.  2  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  proposed 
action.  It  would  still  be  proposed  that  water  would  be  supplied  by  the  City  of  North  Las 
Vegas.  The  quantity  of  water  used  would  remain  the  same  and  the  requirement  to  maintain 
pipeline  pressure  would  still  be  required. 

4.3. 3. 4  Waste  water 

Alternative  No.  2  would  have  the  same  impacts  to  waste  water  as  the  proposed  action.  The 
same  permit  applications,  pollution  prevention  plans,  and  permit  fees  would  be  required  for 
this  alternative.  No  additional  area  would  be  disturbed  for  connection  to  sewer  pipelines  as 
the  proposed  action.  No  impacts  would  result  from  this  action. 

4.3.4  Biology 

Alternative  No.  2  to  the  proposed  action  would  have  similar  impacts  to  the  proposed  action. 
Construction  of  the  new  AFRC  facility  south  of  DRMO  Road  would  be  identical  to  the 
proposed  action.  The  area  is  highly  disturbed  and  contains  little  vegetation.  No  species  of 
concern  are  found  on  this  site.  Construction  of  the  new  OMS  facility  north  of  DRMO  Road 
will  have  no  impact  on  protected  species  of  plants  or  animals.  The  site  contains  a  few 
creosote  bushes  and  saltbushes,  neither  of  which  are  protected  nor  of  special  value. 
Construction  of  the  OMS  facility  on  this  site  will  have  no  significant  impact. 

4.3.5  Land  Use 

Land  use  in  the  area  north  of  DRMO  Road  is  classified  as  industrial  and  readily  visible  by 
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the  lack  of  residential  or  recreation  areas.  North  of  the  site  are  industrial  facilities  , 
including:  auto  wrecking  and  salvage  operations,  railroad  spurs,  and  other  military 
operations.  Fuel  storage  tanks  are  to  the  east.  Development  of  Alternative  No.  2  would 
have  less  impact  than  the  proposed  action,  making  the  project  overall  more  compatible  with 
the  Nellis  Base  Comprehensive  Plan  and  existing  area  land  use.  Development  of  the  site 
would  not  be  a  significant  impact. 

4.3.6  Traffic 

Traffic  impacts  as  a  result  of  implementing  Alternative  No.  2  to  the  proposed  action  would 
have  the  identical  impact  as  the  proposed  project.  Traffic  impacts  to  the  southeastern  Las 
Vegas  area  would  improve  slightly  as  a  result  of  decreased  military  personnel  in  the  area 
during  the  peak  visitor  times  (evenings  and  weekends).  This  alternative  would  increase 
traffic  in  the  Nellis  AFB  area,  but  predominantly  during  periods  of  the  day  when  the  roads 
are  not  congested.  The  impacts  of  Alternative  No.  2  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed 
action  and  should  be  considered  as  a  slightly  positive  impact  to  the  southeastern  Las  Vegas 
area  and  of  no  significance  to  the  Nellis  AFB  area. 

-  4.3.7  Cultural  Resources 

The  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  as  a  result  of  implementing  Alternative  No.  2 
would  have  similar  impacts  as  the  proposed  action.  The  site  for  the  OMS  facility  also  shows 
no  cultural  resources  present.  The  prior  removal  of  six-feet  of  soil/fill  material  from  the 
site,  no  record  of  archaeological  resources  in  the  Museum  of  Natural  History  for  the  site  or 
in  the  immediate  area,  indicate  that  construction  of  Alternative  No.  2  is  considered  to  have 
no  significant  impact  on  cultural  resources. 

4.3.8  Hazardous  Materials  Management 

Hazardous  materials  management  under  Alternative  No.  2  would  be  identical  as  for  the 
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proposed  action.  The  AFRC  personnel  at  the  site  would  follow  the  Nellis  AFB  Plan  12  for 
the  management  of  hazardous  materials,  identical  to  the  procedures  imposed  at  the  proposed 
site.  The  impact  as  a  result  of  using  hazardous  materials  should  not  be  a  significant  impact. 

4.3.9  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  hazardous  waste  management  practices  for  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  for  the 
proposed  action.  By  following  Base  procedures  for  the  purchase,  tracking,  and  disposal  of 
hazardous  wastes,  there  should  be  no  impact  on  the  environment. 

4.4  No  Action 

Under  the  no  action  alternative,  the  U.S.  Army  Reserve,  the  U.S.  Navy  Reserve,  and  the 
U.S.  Marine  Corps  Reserve  would  continue  to  use  the  same  facilities  in  downtown  Las 
Vegas  (Taylor  Street)  as  they  are  currently  using.  Overcrowding  conditions  would  continue 
to  exist,  further  contributing  to  the  overcrowding  at  the  AFRC  and  negatively  impacting 
parking  and  traffic  conditions  in  downtown  Las  Vegas.  Further,  the  no  action  alternative 
would  be  contrary  to  the  mission  of  the  U.S.  Army  and  U.  S.  Marine  Corps  to  form  two 
new  service  units  within  the  complex. 

4.4.1  Air  Quality 

Short-term  Impacts 

The  no  action  alternative  would  eliminate  the  construction  of  the  new  AFRC/OMS  facilities, 
thereby  eliminating  the  short-term  impacts  to  air  quality  resulting  from  construction.  The 
PM,0  emissions  from  construction  would  not  be  present  nor  the  CO  emissions  from  heavy 
equipment  operations.  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  short-term  air  quality  as  a  result  of  no 
action. 
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Long-term  Impacts 


The  no  action  alternative  would  have  the  effect  of  increasing  air  emissions  in  the  Las  Vegas 
area  as  a  result  of  the  AFRC/OMS  presence  at  the  southeastern  city  limits.  The  population 
explosion  in  the  area  and  increased  tourism  continue  to  adversely  impact  traffic  congestion  in 
the  area,  forcing  vehicles  to  idle  longer  and  increase  the  resultant  pollutants  to  the  air.  The 
no  action  alternative  would  continue  to  adversely  impact  air  quality  in  the  city  limits  for  all 
priority  pollutants,  with  the  possible  exception  of  PM10.  Continued  operation  of  the 
AFRC/OMS  facility  in  southeastern  Las  Vegas  is  considered  as  an  adverse  impact  to  air 
quality. 

4.4.2  Noise 

Short-term 

The  no  action  alternative  would  eliminate  the  short  term  noise  impact  created  as  a  result  of 
constructing  the  new  AFRC/OMS  facility  at  Nellis  AFB.  No  heavy  truck  equipment  would 
enter  the  area  with  back  fill  materials  and  no  construction  noises  would  be  created. 

Long-Term 

Under  the  no  action  alternative,  no  HET  vehicles  would  be  relocated  to  the  Nellis  AFB  area 
and  there  would  be  no  long-term  noise  impacts  to  the  nearby  Caffarelli  Court  mobile  homes 
or  Family  Camp  ground. 

4.4.3  Water 

The  no  action  alternative  would  totally  eliminate  any  impact  to  the  groundwater  or  water  use 
in  the  immediate  area  of  Nellis  AFB.  The  same  amount  of  water  would  still  be  consumed, 
only  at  the  Taylor  Street  facility. 
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Potential  flooding  as  a  result  of  surface  water  runoff  would  not  be  reduced  in  any  manner, 
therefore  this  would  be  considered  a  negative  impact. 

4.4.4  Biology 

Elimination  of  the  proposed  AFRC/OMS  in  Area  III  would  totally  eliminate  any  construction 
related  to  the  planned  facility  and  leave  30-acres  for  native  plants  and  wildlife.  Due  to  the 
previous  site  excavation,  the  development  of  the  site  as  a  natural  habitat  is  quite  limited. 

4.4.5  Land  Use 

The  no  action  alternative  will  have  no  impact  on  land  use.  The  site  would  remain  available 
for  future  development,  most  likely  for  development  as  an  industrial  site. 

4.4.6  Traffic 

The  no  action  alternative  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  overall  traffic  in  the  Las  Vegas 
area.  Congestion  would  continue  to  increase  within  the  Las  Vegas  city  limits,  contributing 
to  traffic  delays  and  air  pollution.  No  impact  would  occur  in  the  area  of  Nellis  AFB. 

4.4.7  Cultural  Resources 

The  no  action  alternative  would  have  no  impact  on  cultural  resources  since  no  activity  would 
occur  at  the  Nellis  AFB  site. 

4.4.8  Hazardous  Materials  Management 

Hazardous  materials  management  under  the  no  action  alternative  would  continue  in  the  same 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted  by  the  AFRC/OMS  in  accordance  with  Army  and  Marine 
Corps  requirements. 
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4.4.9  Hazardous  Waste  Management 


Hazardous  waste  management  under  the  no  action  alternative  would  continue  in  the  same 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted  by  the  AFRC/OMS  facility  in  accordance  with  Army  and 
Marine  Corps  requirements. 


5.0  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


1.  Mr.  John  Allison,  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Louisville,  KY. 

2.  Mr.  Bob  Armstrong,  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Washington,  D.  C. 

3.  Mr.  Dan  Binder,  OshKosh  Truck  Company,  OshKosh,  WI. 

4.  Mr.  Mark  Cutler,  U.  S.  Army  Reserves,  Los  Angeles,  CA. 

5.  Mr.  L.  R.  Emce,  U.  S.  Marine  Corps,  New  Orleans,  LA. 

6.  Mr.  Ken  Feith,  U.  S.  Environmental  protection  Agency,  Washington,  D.  C. 

7.  Lt.  Cmdr.  Eric  Friend,  U.  S.  Navy  Reserve,  Los  Alamitos,  CA. 

8.  Mr.  Fred  Grant,  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Louisville,  KY. 

9.  Lt.  Cmdr.  Chuck  Heron,  U.  S.  Navy,  Los  Alamitos,  CA. 

10.  Mr.  Jeffrey  Jacquart,  Clark  County  Comprehensive  Planning,  Las  Vegas,  NV. 

11.  Mr.  John  Korkosz,  Clark  County  Comprehensive  Planning,  Las  Vegas,  NV. 

12.  S.Sgt.  Dean  Lungo,  554  Transportation  Unit,  Nellis  AFB,  NV. 

13.  Sgt.  Earl  Mobley,  Armed  Forces  Reserve  Center,  Las  Vegas,  NV. 

14.  Mr.  Harry  Nagao,  U.  S.  Navy,  New  Orleans,  LA. 

15.  Mr.  Kenneth  Nimmer,  Nellis  AFB,  NV. 

16.  Lt.  Col.  Reagan,  U.  S.  Marines,  New  Orleans,  LA. 

17.  Ms.  Carrie  Ross,  U.S.  Army,  Los  Alamitos,  CA. 

18.  Mr.  Phil  Rosenquist,  Clark  County  Comprehensive  Planning,  Las  Vegas,  NV. 

19.  Mr.  Roy  Soffe,  Clark  County  Health  District,  Air  Pollution  Control  District,  Las 
Vegas,  NV. 

20.  Chief  Charles  Wallace,  554  Transportation  Unit,  Nellis  AFB,  NV. 

21.  Mr.  John  Wardlaw,  Clark  County  Comprehensive  Planning,  Clark  County,  NV. 
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8.  Bill  Taber,  Project  Manager/Biology 

9.  Paul  Warbington,  Noise/Engineering 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FOR  THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

FOR  THE  PROPOSED 

ARMED  FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER/ 

ORGANIZATIONAL  MAINTENANCE  CENTER 

AT 

NELLIS  AIR  FORCE  BASE 


DATED  DECEMBER  1995 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  TO  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
FOR  THE  ARMED  FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER  DATED  DECEMBER  1995 

Responses  to  comments  from  HQ  USARC  dated  2  April  1996 

1.  Specific  Comments  on  subject  EA. 

Comment: 

a.  Change  all  references  for  63d  Armed  Forces  Reserve  Command  (ARCOM)  to 
63d  Regional  Support  Command  (RSC). 

Response: 

The  name  change  has  been  applied  where  practical,  firgures  and  tables  still 
reflect  the  old  name.  A  note  has  been  added  to  the  cover  sheet  stating  the 
name  change  and  that  for  this  document  the  names  are  used  interchangeably.  . 

Comment: 

b.  Page  ES-2,  last  paragraph,  2d  sentence:  “alternative"  instead  of 
“alternatively”. 

Response: 

The  sentence  now  reads  “This  alternative  would 

Comment: 

c.  Page  1,  1st  paragraph,  line  5:  “were  built"  instead  of  “was  built”. 

Response: 

The  sentence  now  reads  were  built  for  the  U.S.  Army...”. 

Comment: 

d.  Section  3.3.2:  Does  NAFB  have  a  Well  Head  Protection  Plan?  If  so,  is  the 
proposed  action  consistent  with  this  plan? 

Response: 

There  is  a  Well  Head  Protection  Plan  for  NAFB  monitoring  wells,  but  there  are  no 
monitoring  wells  in  the  project  vicinity.  Cal-Nev  and  Texaco  also  have  wells  in 
the  area,  but  none  of  their  wells  are  on  the  west  side  of  Range  Road.  There  are 
no  production  wells  in  the  project  area. 


Comment: 

e.  Section  3.3.4:  Does  NAFB  have  a  stormwater  permit?  Would  the  proposed 
AFRC  be  covered  by  this  permit?  Generally,  tenant  commands  are  included  in 
base  permits. 

Response: 

Yes,  NAFB  has  a  stormwater  permit,  and  yes  the  AFRC  would  be  included  with 
the  base  permit. 

Comment: 

f.  Section  3.4:  Lists  of  state  and  federal  endangered  species  should  be 
included.  Also,  the  99th  Air  Base  Wing  (ACC)  should  receive  a  letter  giving  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  concurrence  with  project.  The  referenced 
USFWS  letter  applies  only  to  existing  structures. 

Response: 

Lists  of  state  and  federal  endangered  species  is  added  at  the  end  of  this 
appendix.  The  referenced  Biological  Opinion  addressed  a  less  disturbed  area  to 
the  northwest  of  the  proposed  action,  which  was  determined  not  to  be  desert 
tortoise  habitat.  The  Nellis  staff  biologist  has  performed  a  100  percent  survey  on 
7  Sept  1995  and  no  evidence  of  desert  tortoise  was  found.  A  “no  effect” 
determination  was  made  and  further  consultation  with  USFWS  is  not  required  for 
this  action. 

Comment: 

g.  Section  3.7:  Recommend  obtaining  a  letter  from  the  state  Historic 
Preservation  Office  concurring  that  development  at  any  of  these  sites  would 
have  no  effect  on  cultural  resources. 

Response: 

The  Nevada  State  Clearinghouse  provided  the  EA  to  SHPO  for  review  and 
approval.  SHPO  replied  with  a  letter  to  the  clearinghouse  stating  they  had  no 
comments  for  the  project. 

Comment: 

h.  Section  3.8:  This  could  be  worded  more  clearly,  do  all  activities,  including 
non-USAF,  order  material  through  HAZMART?  Or,  are  all  shipments  onto  base 
logged  into  the  system? 

Response: 

All  activities  order  material  through  HAZMART  and  are  logged  into  the  system. 


Comment: 

I.  Section  3.9,  line  8:  “Waste  is  segregated”  not  “Waste  management  is 
segregated.” 

Response: 

The  existing  statement  is  correct,  waste  management  is  segregated  by  waste 
type.  The  sentence  now  reads  “Waste  is  segregated  and  managed  according  to 
waste  types...” 


Comment: 

j.  Section  3.9:  What  are  the  “Base  practices"  and  “Base  requirements”  for 
hazardous  waste  disposal?  Reference  a  specific  instruction. 

Response: 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base  Plan  12  -  Hazardous  Waste  Management  provide  guidance 
and  assigns  responsibility  for  proper  transport,  handling,  turn-in  procedures  and 
storage  of  wastes. 

Comment: 

k.  Section  4.1.1: 

(1)  A  record  of  Non-Applicability  is  required.  This  is  independent  of 
NEPA,  but  should  be  note  in  EA. 

(2)  Complete  Emissions  Analysis  is  required.  This  should  include 
emissions  calculations,  procedures  for  determining  emission,  specific 
references  to  AP-42  emission  factors,  and  analysis  of  direct  and 
indirect  emissions. 

Response: 

1)  A  record  of  Non-applicability  is  attached  following  this  appendix. 

2)  The  short  term  emissions  analyses  contained  in  the  document  for  PM  10  and 
Carbon  Monoxide  are  adequate  since  PM10  and  CO  are  in  non-attainment  and 
where  other  emissions  are  in  attainment.  A  formal  Conformity  Analysis  is  not 
required  because  emissions  are  below  de  minimis  levels. 

Comment: 

l.  Section  4.1.2:  Delete  the  sentence  including  “short-term  impacts  would  not 
have  a  long  term  affect...”;  that  is  why  they  are  called  short  term  impacts. 

Response: 

In  general,  a  loud  noise  event  over  a  short  period  of  time  could  cause  long-term 
effects  (deafness  or  other  hearing  damage).  The  construction  noise  would  not 


be  sufficient  to  cause  long  term  effects  on  the  neighboring  areas.  The  sentence 
now  reads  “Short-term  noise  effects  during  construction  would  not  produce  long 
term  effects  on  the  residents..." 

Comment: 

m.  Table  4-3:  Either  change  column  spacing,  or  change  table  layout  to 
landscape  vice  portrait,  so  the  rows  do  not  wrap  to  a  second  line.  Also,  chart 
should  be  more  clearly  labeled. 

Response: 

Table  4-3  was  not  relevant  and  is  removed  from  the  document. 

Comment: 

n.  Section  4. 1.3.1:  This  paragraph  describes  stormwater.  Surface  water  refers 
to  an  identifiable  water  bogy  (i.e.,  lake,  river,  creek,  etc.),  not  runoff.  What  is  the 
volume  of  the  catchment  basins?  How  does  this  compare  to  runoff  expected 
from  various  levels  of  rainfall?  This  paragraph  implies  that  the  area  currently 
floods  (“potentially  reduce... area  flooding”).  How  often  does  it  flood?  Any 
problems  expected  from  contamination  of  stormwater  by  the  activities  at  the 
AFRC/OMS? 

Response: 

The  title  of  the  paragraph  now  reads  “Stormwater”.  The  first  sentence  now  reads 
“...as  illustrated  in  Figure  2-3.”  At  the  time  of  this  writing  the  exact  volume  of  the 
catchment  basins  is  not  known.  The  design  will  be  sufficient  to  remove  16.5 
acre-feet  of  water.  Flooding  occurs  in  many  areas  of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley 
because  the  soil  is  caliche,  which  is  very  hard,  actually  a  form  of  cement,  and 
has  poor  infiltration  qualities.  Large  culverts  and  catchment  basins  exist 
throughout  the  area  to  alleviate  flooding  problems.  The  annual  precipitation  is 
approximately  four  inches,  the  majority  falls  in  the  summertime  during 
thunderstorms.  The  catchment  basins  would  drain  off  stormwater,  and  it  is  not 
expected  the  activities  would  cause  contamination  to  stormwater. 


Comment: 

o.  Section  4.1 .3.4:  What  are  the  requirements  for  an  oil/water  separator?  Cite 
reference.  Does  the  separator  discharge  to  sanitary  sewer?  If  not,  will  NPDES 
permit  be  applied  for?  Stormwater  discussion  should  be  consolidated  with 
Section  4. 1.3.1. 

Response: 

An  oil/water  separator  is  required  by  Clark  County  Resolution  92-012.  The 
regulation  governs  grease  and  oil  from  discharging  to  the  sanitation  sewer 
facilities.  Yes,  oil/water  separators  generally  discharge  to  the  sanitary  sewer,  if 
the  discharged  to  the  storm  drain  then  an  NPDES  permit  would  be  required. 
The  second  paragraph  of  section  4. 1.3.4  now  reads  as  the  last  paragraph  of 
section  4. 1.3.1. 

Comment: 

p.  Section  4.1.7:  As  noted  previously,  letter  from  SHPO  should  be  included. 

Response: 

See  response  to  Specific  Comment  l.g. 

Comment: 

q.  Section  4.1.8:  Second  paragraph,  second  and  third  sentences  should  be 
reworded,  perhaps  combined.  (For  example,  “Oil  changes  are  only  conducted 
when  laboratory  testing  indicates  that  an  oil  change  is  needed"). 

Response: 

The  sentence  now  reads  “Oil  changes  are  only  conducted  when  laboratory 
testing  indicates  that  an  oil  change  is  needed". 

Comment: 

r.  Section  4.2.7:  A  letter  of  concurrence  from  SHPO  should  be  included. 

Response: 

See  response  to  Specific  Comment  l.g. 

Comment: 

s.  Section  4.3.7:  A  letter  of  concurrence  from  SHPO  should  be  included. 

Response: 

See  response  to  Specific  Comment  l.g. 


Comment: 

t.  Section  5.0:  The  USFWS  (and/or  Nevada  Game  and  Fish),  Nevada  Bureau 
of  Air  Quality,  SHPO  should  have  been  consulted. 

Response: 

The  USFWS  does  not  require  consultation,  see  response  to  Comment  #  8.  Air 
pollution  consultation  goes  through  the  county  office  in  Las  Vegas  and  the  Clark 
County  Health  District,  Air  Pollution  Control  District  was  consulted.  SHPO  has 
reviewed  the  draft  EA. 


2.  General  Comments  to  the  EA 
Comment: 

According  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  an  EA  must  address 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action,  including  the  no  action  alternative.  However, 
the  Alternative  Actions  in  this  EA  are  variations  in  the  layout  of  the  facility  at  the 
same  location,  not  true  alternatives.  Even  though  other  factors  may  dictate  use 
of  the  proposed  site,  a  proper  EA  should  evaluate  an  alternative  location,  such 
as  one  of  the  sites  examined  by  the  Site  Selection  Committee. 

Response: 

In  general,  different  sites  would  be  included  and  analyzed  as  alternatives.  In  this 
case,  the  internal  draft  of  the  EA  identified  alternate  sites  as  examined  by  the 
Site  Selection  Committee.  These  sites  were  all  ten  acre  sites,  one  on  the  north 
side  of  Range  Road,  another  on  the  north  side  of  DRMO  road  (see  alternative  2) 
and  ten  acres  on  the  proposed  site  (Alternative  1).  These  sites  were  based  on 
an  area  of  1 0  acres  for  the  reserve  center.  As  time  went  on,  the  Army  Reserve 
identified  the  requirement  for  more  area,  16.5  acres  total.  The  Range  Road  site 
would  not  accomodate  the  additional  area  and  the  DRMO  site  was  combined 
with  the  original  ten  acre  proposed  site.  Therefore,  the  alternative  sites  which 
were  distinct  alternative  locations  have  evolved  to  the  present  alternatives. 


Responses  to  comments  from  HQ  ACC/CEVA  dated-Original  date  Mar  1996, 
retransmitted  7  June  1996,  2  April  1996 

1.  Specific  Comments  on  subject  EA. 

Comment  1: 

Page  3,  para  2,  5th  line:  Change  AFR  19-2  to  Air  Force  Instruction  32-7061. 

Response: 

The  sentence  now  reads  “Air  Force  Instruction  (AFI)  32-7061  implements  NEPA 


Comment  2: 

Page  37:  Remove  Figure  3-2 

Response: 

Removing  the  figure  would  repaginate  the  whole  document.  The  figure  does  not 
detract  from  the  document  and  it  does  indicate  a  trend  of  decreasing  CO 
emissions  rate. 

Comment  3: 

Page  39,  para  2:  How  can  it  be  intermittent  if  it  is  an  average  dB. 

Response: 

The  sentence  now  reads  "...noise  exposure  levels  up  to  70  dB  in  intensity." 

Comment  4: 

Page  41 .  Table  3-1 :  Already  say  we  have  noise  levels  of  70  dBA,  then  we  are 
already  in  exceedance  before  this  action  takes  place.  What  scale  is  this  table  in 
Hz  per  second  (ed.  note  Hz  already  has  units  of  time  [cycles/sec])?  Our  noise 
expert  suggests  contacting  the  Clark  County  Airport  Overlay  District  (if  available) 
for  more  compatible  noise  levels  in  this  area. 

Response: 

Leave  table  in  per  telephone  conversation  with  Sheryl  Parker,  HQ  ACC/CEVA  on 
24  Jul  96. 

Comment  5: 

Page  42,  Table  3-2:  What  is  your  source? 


Response: 

Physics,  Principles  with  Application,  Third  Edition,  Prentice  Hall,  1992. 


Comment  6: 

Page  49,  Figure  3-7:  Not  necessary.  Just  state  that  the  site  has  been  used  as  a 
dumping  found  (sic)  by  area  visitors  (as  already  written  in  document). 

Response: 

See  comment  2  above. 

Comment  7: 

Page  59,  Para  1,  line  4:  It  is  less  than  14  tons  during  construction,  not  per  year. 
Once  construction  completed,  won’t  be  generating  (at  least  this  amount). 

Response 

The  sentence  now  reads  ...  are  roughly  14  Tons  during  construction." 

Comment  8: 

Page  59,  Line  4,  170  Tons  Per  Year):  Check  this  number,  this  seems  really  low 
to  me. 

Response: 

170  TPY  OK. 

Comment  9: 

Page  59,  Para  3:  This  paragraph  which  discusses  reduction  of  PM10  during 
construction  through  water  application  should  go  into  Para  2. 

Response: 

Done. 

Comment  10: 

Page  65,  Table  4-3:  What  do  these  numbers  represent,  i.e.  inside  the  HET? 
What  is  dBB?  These  numbers  are  Als  (similar  to  SELs)  which  are  not  the  same 
levels  for  comparison  to  the  AICUZ  which  is  given  in  Ldn.  For  ground  sources 
Ldn  +(sic,  should  be  =)  AL  +  10LOG  (Dd  +  10  Dn)  -  49.4,  where  Dd  equals  the 
event  duration  in  seconds  daytime  and  Dn  equals  the  event  duration  in  seconds 
nighttime. 

Response: 

Table  4-3  is  not  necessary  and  removed  from  the  document. 

Comment  11: 

Page  72,  3rd  Para:  How  can  you  say  land  use  would  change  when  it  is  already 
designated  as  industrial  use  in  the  first  place? 


Response: 

The  document  does  not  directly  state  the  land  use  will  change.  The  mixed 
zoning  should  consider  all  of  the  land  uses  in  the  area,  residential,  recreation 
and  industrial.  Although  the  area  is  primarily  industrial,  increased  noise  from  the 
AFRC/OMS  would  impact  the  residential  and  the  recreational  users  of  the  land. 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  TO  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
FOR  THE  ARMED  FORCES  RESERVE  CENTER  DATED  DECEMBER  1995 


Responses  to  comments  from  Nevada  Division  of  Environmental 
Protection  through  Nevada  State  Clearinghouse  dated  1  March  1996. 

Comment: 

The  proposed  site  appears  to  be  free  of  hydrocarbon  contamination. 

Response: 

Soil  borings  were  taken  at  the  proposed  site  and  sampled  for  hydrocarbon 
contamination.  The  results  confirms  hydrocarbon  contamination.  The  results 
are  attached  to  this  appendix. 

Comment: 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  ground  water  contamination  from  hydrocarbons  does 
exist  beneath  the  CAL-NEV  fuel  farm  east  of  the  proposed  location. 

Response: 

Paragraph  3.3.4  is  renamed  Water  Quality.  The  following  paragraph  is  added  to 
the  end  of  section  3.3.4. 

“There  are  no  groundwater  monitoring  wells  in  the  proposed  and  alternative 
locations.  Known  ground  water  contamination  of  the  shallow  aquifer  exists 
across  and  down  gradient.  Across  Range  Road  east  of  the  proposed  location, 
ground  water  contamination  from  hydrocarbons  does  exist  beneath  the  CAL- 
NEV  fuel  farm." 


ATTACHMENTS  TO  RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


ATTACHMENT  SUBJECT 

1 .  List  of  Endangered  Species  within  or  Near  Nellis  AFB 

2.  Record  of  Non-Applicability 

3.  Soil  Boring  Results 


ATTACHMENT  1 


LIST  OF  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  PRESUMED  OR 
KNOWN  TO  OCCUR  WITHIN  OR  NEAR  NELLIS  AFB 


3-17 


Table  3-5 


Endangered  and  Threatened  Species  Presumed  or  Known  to  Occur 
Within  or  Near  Nellis  AFB 


Group 

Scientific  Name 

Common  Name 

Federal 

Status1 

State 

County2 

Plants 

Astragalus  oophorus  var. 
clokeyanus 

Milkvetch 

Cl 

CE 

CL 

Opuntia  whipplei  var. 
multigeniculata 

Whipple’s  prickly  pear 

Cl 

CE 

CL 

Sphaerorneria  compacta 

Sphaerorneria 

Cl 

CE 

CL 

Synthyris  ranunculina 

Kittentails 

Cl 

CE 

CL 

Fish 

Ptychocheilus  Indus 

Colorado  squawfish 

E 

CE 

CL 

Reptiles 

Xerobates  agassizii 

Desert  tortoise 

T 

CE 

CL 

Birds 

Falco  peregrinus  anatum 

American  peregrine  falcon 

E 

CE 

CL 

Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 

Bald  eagle 

E 

CE 

CL 

Cl  =  Candidate  Category  1 
C2  =  Candidate  Category  2 
T  =  Threatened 


E  =  Endangered 

CE  =  Critically  Endangered 

1  CL  =  Clark 

Source:  USAF  1991;  BLM  1992;  USFWS  1990 


ATTACHMENT  2 


RECORD  OF  NON-APPLICABILITY  AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN  US  EPA  AND  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE 

ARMY 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
NATIONAL  vehicle  ano  fuel  EMISSIONS  LABORATORY 
2565  PLYMOUTH  ROAD 

\  g  ^35  ann  arbor.  Michigan  asios 

Mr.  Raymond  J.  Falz 

Acting  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army 
(Environment.  Safety,  and  Occupational  Health) 

Department  of  the  Army 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Washington,  D.C.  20310 

Dear  Mr  Fatz: 

This  will  respond  to  your  letter  dated  September  29.  1995,  to  Mr.  Charles  N.  Freed, 
Director  of  the  former  Manufacturers  Operations  Division  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  (EP A)  Office  of  Mobile  Sources1,  in  which  you  endorsed  the  September  18,  1995. 
letter  to  Mr  Freed  from  Mr.  H.  Richard  Haines  of  your  office  Mr.  Haines'  letter  forwarded  to 
EPA  your  revised  Conditional  Fleetwide  National  Security  Exemptions  (NSEs)  of  1995  for  our 
review  and  approval. 

This  list  of  conditional  NSEs  was  based  on  a  proposed  renewal  of  an  1988  agreement 
between  EPA  and  the  Department  of  the  Army  regarding  the  U.S.  Army  Tank-Automotive 
Command’s  (TACOM’s)  future  acquisitions  of  noncomplying  heavy-duty  engines  for  tactical 
vehicles  under  EPA’s  longstanding  NSE  program.  This  1988  agreement  expired  at  the  end  of 
1995;  EPA  and  TACOM  have  been  working  on  an  appropriate  renewal  of  this  agreement 

After  our  review  of  your  submission,  we  have  now  approved  1)  the  Conditional  Fleetwide 
NSEs  of  1 996  and  2)  a  renewal  of  the  agreement  (“Guidelines  for  National  Security  Exemptions 
of  Motor  Vehicles  and  Motor  Vehicle  Engines  FY  1996  to  FY  2000),  with  some  modifications  to 
the  final  terms  of  these  documents  which  were  the  result  of  discussions  between  my  staff  and 
Mr.  Thomas  Landy  of  your  office.  We  have  enclosed  a  copy  of  the  Conditional  NSE  list  and  the 
Guidelines  for  your  information.  We  offer  below  some  discussion  on  the  background  of  our 
decision  to  approve  this  new  agreement. 

On  October  4,  1988,  EPA  sent  a  letter  to  you  (copy  enclosed)  outlining  the  NSE 
guidelines  applicable  at  that  time.  Representatives  from  EPA  and  TACOM  developed  these 
guidelines  to  cover  the  Department  of  the  Army's  (DA)  tactical  motor  vehicle  fleer  The 
guidelines  stated  (in  part); 


1  The  Office  of  Mobile  Sources  (OMS)  was  reorganized  effective  October  1,  1995. 

Under  the  new  organization,  the  NSE  Program  wili  be  administered  by  the  Engine  Programs  and 
Compliance  Division,  which  I  direct.  Mr.  Freed  is  now  Director  of  the  Fuels  and  Energy 
Division  of  OMS. 
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These  NSE  guidelines  shall  be  in  effect  through  1995.  Prior  to  the  expiration  date 

of  this  agreement,  EPA  and  DA  representatives  will  review  current  technology 

regulations  with  a  view  tow  ard  entering  into  an  extension  or  amendment  of  this 

agreement  to  cover  a  succeeding  period. 

The  1988  guidelines  gave  EPA  review  criteria  for  decisions  on  NSE  requests  and 
expedited  DA’s  NSE  procurement  process.  Because  the  process  outlined  in  the  initial  guidelines 
proved  successful,  EPA  believes  it  is  appropriate  to  implement  similar  guidelines  for  DA’s 
tactical  motor  vehicle  licet  for  the  years  1996  through  2000.  After  numerous  discussions  with 
Mr.  Landy  of  your  staff  and  several  other  representatives  from  other  departments,  EPA  and 
TaCOM  fashioned  the  attached  guidelines  after  the  previous  agreement  of  1988,  and  added  new 
guidelines  for  longer  term  contracts.  Briefly,  these  new  guidelines  provide  that  when 
vehicle/cngine  production  runs  exceed  five  years,  the  DA  will  investigate  the  feasibility  of 
improving  engine  emissions  at  certain  points  in  the  life  of  the  production  run.  and  will  commit  to 
implementing  any  feasible  emission  improvements  unless  the  tactical  vehicle  mission  objectives 
would  be  substantially  impaired 

These  guidelines  outline  the  procedures  and  conditions  by  which  DA  may  submit 
requests  for  NSEs  to  EPA  for  specific  military  tactical  motor  vehicles  and  their 
replacement/spare  engine  requirements.  Basically,  EPA  grants  to  TACOM  a  conditional  NSE 
for  all  vehicles  and  engines  listed  in  the  ‘’Conditional  National  Security  Exemptions  of  1996.” 

As  TACOM  awards  or  modifies  contracts  to  incorporate  NSEs  from  the  list,  the  vehicle/engine 
manufacturer  awarded  the  contract  will  write  to  EPA  requesting  the  transfer  of  TACOM’s  NSE. 
After  TACOM  notifies  EPA  in  writing  that  it  awarded  the  manufacturer  the  contract  and  lists  the 
number  of  vehicles  and  engines  involved.  EPA  will  transfer  the  NSE  to  the  manufacturer. 

EPA  and  TACOM  decided  not  to  include  three  tactical  vehicles  (  HEMTT,  LVS,  and 
HETS)  in  the  reprocurement  section  of  the  “Conditional  NSEs  of  1996.”  TACOM  has 
expressed  concern  that  conformity  with  the  NSE  guidelines  would  substantially  impair  the 
tactical  mission  objectives  of  these  three  vehicles.  As  a  result,  EPA  and  TACOM  are  drafting 
separate  NSE  agreements  for  each  of  these  three  vehicles.  EPA  understands  that  TACOM  will 
continue  to  investigate  the  feasibility  of  compliance  with  the  NSE  guidelines  for  these  vehicles, 
and  will  implement  any  emission  improvements  which  may  be  developed  within  the  applicable 
standards 

For  implementing  these  agreements,  EPA  and  DA  agree  that  the  following  terms  have  the 
specific  meanings  set  forth  below: 

(A)  The  term  “procurement”  means  contract  award. 

(8)  The  term  “reprocurement”  means  contract  award  for  an  existing  vehicle  or  vehicle 
engine. 

(C)  The  terms  “spare  engines”  and  “replacement  engines”  have  the  identical  meaning 
and  may  be  used  interchangeably. 
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(D)  The  exercise  of  an  option  on  a  contract  for  tactical  vehicles  or  vehicle  engines 
should  not  be  considered  a  contract  award  as  defined  in  (a)  above  and 
consequently  should  not  be  considered  as  procurement  or  reprocurement. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  me  at  (202)  233-9287  cr  Ms.  Lisa  Reiter  of  my 
staff  at  (202)  233-9286. 


Engine  Programs  and  Compliance  Division 

Enclosures 


05/03/98  FRI  11:49  [TX/RX  NO  92541 


SH3H\'Tf)C3  "iSN  nca  7>« 


1007  hfl  •  r*T*v  vv  » 


73107952661 


P.  35 


MOV -03-1996  14:53  PROM  TEAM  POUER  USfl“ftCOr 


TO 


February  12,  1996 

CONDITIONAL  NATIONAL  SECURITY  EXEMPTIONS  OF  1996 


1)  New  TactigaLVgfocI 

a.  FMTV  —  Multi  year  procurement  for  FY91  thru  98  complies  with  91  MY 
standards. 

b.  PLS  —  Procurement  for  FY90  thru  97  complies  with  90  MY  standards. 


2) 


a. 


b. 


FMTV  —  Procurement  for  FY90  thru  96  complies  with  91  MY  standards. 
PLS  —  Procurement  for  FY90  thru  97  complies  with  90  MY  standards. 


3) 


c. 


of  Existing  Tactical  Vgtolsg 

A2-HMMWV  -  Procurement  for  FY95  thru  2000  complies  with  95  MY 
standards.  (Procurement  for  FY20Q2  thru  2007  complies  with  2002  MY 
standards.) 

FMTV  —  Multi  year  procurement  for  FY99  thru  2003  complies  with  99  MY 
standards. 

M917A1  —  Procurement  for  FY95  thru  98  complies  with  95  MY  standards. 

% 

ESP  --  Procurement  for  FY93  thru  97  complies  with  93  MY  standards. 


4) 


b. 


c. 


A2-HMMWV  —  Procurement  for  FY95  thru  2001  complies  with  95  MY 
standards. 

M939A2  —  Procurement  for  FY95  thru  2000  will  be  consistent  with  the  vehicle 
reprocurement  and  will  comply  with  91  MY  standards. 

HEMTT  —  Procurement  for  FY95  thru  99  complies  with  standards  agreed  upon 
between  EPA  and  TACOM  based  on  ongoing  investigation. 


06/03/96  FRI  11:49  [TI/RX  NO  9254] 

AAA  Ri 


WY-e3-lS96  14=53  FROM  TEAM  PQJJER  USfiTACOM  TO  7312^952861  P.06 

d.  FMTV  —  Multi  year  procurement  for  FY99  thru  2003  complies  with  99  MY 
standards. 

e.  M915A1  --  Procurement  for  FY95  thru  2000  complies  with  MY  standards  agreed 
upon  at  time  of  contract  award. 

f.  M917A 1  --  Procurement  for  FY9S  thru  98  complies  with  95  MY  standards. 

g.  ESP  —  Procurement  for  FY95  thru  2000  will  be  consistent  with  the  vehicle 
reprocurement  and  will  comply  with  93  MY  standards. 
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February  12.  1996 


Guidelines  for  National  Security  Exemptions  of 
Motor  Vehicles  and  Motor  Vehicle  Engines 

(from  FY  1996  -  FY  2000) 


1.  Procedures 

The  Department  of  the  Army  (DA)  will  submit  requests  for  National  Security 
Exemptions  (NSEs)  to  the  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  for  specific 
tactical  vehicles  or  tactical  vehicle  engines  and  spare  engine  requirements.  EPA  will 
grant  a  conditional  NSE  to  the  Army  for  those  tactical  vehicles  or  engines,  including 
spare  engines,  that  fit  within  the  guidelines  generated  and  mutually  agreed  to  by  EPA  and 
TACOM  representatives.  Vehicle  and/or  engine  manufacturers  who  are  awarded  the 
contract  for  procurement  will  then  write  to  EPA  directly  for  transfer  of  the  Army’s 
conditional  exemption  to  their  particular  vehicle  and/or  engine  After  TACOM  notifies 
EPA  in  writing  that  the  manufacturer  was  awarded  the  contract  and  the  number  of 
vehicles  and  engines  involved,  EPA  will  transfer  the  NSE  to  the  manufacturer. 

2.  Vehicle  Procurement 

New  Tactical  Vehicle  Configuration  --  Vehicles  will  comply  with  emission  standards  in 
effect  in  the  first  year  of  vehicle  system  procurement  (e.g..  new  vehicle  procurement  in 
FY  95  must  meet  95  model  year  standards)  unless  tactical  vehicle  mission  objectives 
would  be  substantially  impaired. 

Reprocurement  of  Existing  Tactical  Vehicles  —  Vehicles  will  comply  with  emission 
standards  in  effect  in  the  first  year  of  procurement  (e  g.,  vehicle  reprocurement  in  FY  98 
must  meet  98  model  year  standards)  unless  tactical  vehicle  mission  objectives  would  be 
substantially  impaired. 

3.  Replacement  Engines 

Replacement  engines  will  meet  standards  that  apply  to  the  latest  vehicle  procurement  or 
reprocurement  (e.g.,  replacement  engines  procured  in  FY  98  must  meet  95  model  year 
standards  if  the  latest  vehicle  reprocurement  was  in  FY  95)  unless  tactical  vehicle  mission 
objectives  would  be  substantially  impaired  or  if  engines  are  no  longer  physically  or 
functionally  interchangeable. 

4.  Longer  Term  Contracts 

For  vehicle  production  runs  exceeding  five  years,  DA  will  investigate  the  feasibility  of 
improving  engine  emissions  as  follows:  * 

A.  DA,  through  the.  appropriate  Project  Manager  (PM),  will  conduct  the 

investigation  at  specified  production  breakpoints  determined  by  the  PM.  The 
initial  investigation  should  occur  no  later  than  five  years  after  the  contract 
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LIMITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
WASHINGTON.  O.C.  204*0 


3CT  4  '988 


owes  or 
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Mr.  Lewis  D.  Walker 
Deputy  for  Environment,  Safety 
and  Occupational  Health 
Department  of  the  Army 
office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Washington,  DC  20310 

Dear  Mr.  Walker: 

On  May  25  and  26,  1988,  representatives  from  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  the  U.S.  Army  Tank 
Automotive  Command  (TACOM)  met  to  develop  guidelines  for 
National  Security  Exemptions  (NSEs)  that  would  cover  the 
Department  of  Army  (DA)  Tactical  Vehicle  Fleet.  Specifically, 
these  guidelines  would  allow  DA  to  plan  for  future  procurement 
of  military  tactical  vehicles  and  replacement  engines  that 
would  be  consistent  with  Section  203(b)(1)  of  Che  Clean  Air 
Act.  In  a  letter  dated  July  18,  1988,  you  submitted  to  EPA 
proposed  guidelines  and  specific  applications  of  these 
guidelines  to  the  entire  fleet  of  light,  medium  and  heavy 
tactical  vehicles  and  their  replacement  engines. 

On  August  22,  1988,  EPA  and  TACOM  representatives  parti* 
cipated  in  a  conference  call  to  further  discuss  the  details 
of  these  guidelines.  At  the  conclusion  of  this  conference 
call,  common  language  for  these  guidelines  and  its  applications 
were  agreed  to  by  EPA  and  TACOM. 

The  final  version  of  the  guidelines  consists  of  two 
separate  agreements  between  EPA  and  DA:  1}  Conditional  NSEs 
of  1988  and  2)  Guidelines  for  NSEs.  The  first  agreement  grants 
DA  conditional  NSEs  for  the  vehicles  and  replacement/spare 
engines  listed  in  Enclosure  1.  We  consider  General  Flynn's 
June  29,  1988  letter  to  be  the  endorsement  of  forthcoming 
exemption  requests  from  motor  vehicle/engine  manufacturers. 

If  TACOM  awards  or  modifies  contracts  to  incorporate  a  WSE 
listed  in  Enclosure  1,  then  the  vehicle/engine  manufacturer 
who  has  been  awarded  ehe  contract  will  write  to  EPA  requesting 
transfer  of  the  Army's  conditional  NSE. 
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award,  unless  fewer  than  20%  of  the  vehicles  remain  to  be  delivered. 
Subsequent  investigations  should  occur  at  three  year  intervals,  but  no  further 
investigation  is  required  if  fewer  than  20%  of  the  vehicles  remain  to  be 
delivered.  The  PM  also  will  conduct  an  investigation  when  advised  by  the 
engine  manufacturer  that  the  existing  engine  will  no  longer  be  available.  The 
PM  will  noufy  EPA  when  such  an  investigation  has  commenced. 

B.  The  PM  will  coordinate  these  efforts  within  its  organization  and  with  the 
engine  manufacturer  and/or  prime  contractor.  At  a  minimum,  the  PM  will 
request  from  the  engine  manufacturer  and' or  prime  contractor  any  available 
technical  information  related  to  improved  engine  emissions  from  the  present 
engine  or  the  availability  of  a  new  engine. 

C.  The  PM  will  internally  assess  the  feasibility  of  implementation  of  any 
proposed  improvements  to  engine  emissions  and  any  effeet(s)  on  vehicle 
production,  cost,  fielding,  maintenance,  logistics,  readiness  and  other  mission 
objectives. 

D.  The  PM  will  notify  EPA  in  writing  within  120  days  of  the  specified 

■  production  breakpoint  of  the  results  of  its  investigation,  and  will  include  any 
technical  information  obtained  from  the  engine  manufacturer  or  prime 
contractor. 

E.  If  the  PM  makes  a  finding  in  the  report  to  EPA  that  an  engine  with  improved 
emissions  performance  or  other  proposed  improvements  to  engine  emissions 
is  available,  the  PM  will  commit  to  implementing  the  recommended 
improvements  unless  tactical  vehicle  mission  objectives  (including  cost) 
would  be  substantially  impaired. 

S.  Renewal  of  Guidelines  , 

These  NSE  guidelines  shall  be  in  effect  through  calendar  year  2000.  Before  the 
expiration  of  this  agreement,  EPA'  and  DA  representatives  will  review  current  technology 
and  regulations  with  a  view  toward  entering  into  an  extension  or  amendment  of  this 
agreement  to  Cover  a  succeeding  period  of  time. 


05/03/96  FR1  11: 49  [TX/RI  NO  9254] 


snnlW 


NCM  ftOO  *7  10 


vn/1"  "  «  • 


MAY-03— 1996  14:55  FROM  TEAM  PGUER  USATACOM 


TO 


73107SS2661 


P.13 


-2- 

The  second  agreement  is  the  guidelines  foe  future  N$Es 
which  are  not  covered  by  the  conditional  NSEs  of  1988  (see 
Enclosure  2).  These  guidelines  outline  the  procedures  and 
conditions  by  which  DA  may  submit  additional  requests  for 
NSEs  to  EPA  for  specific  military  tactical  vehicles  and 
their  replacement/spare  engine  requirements. 

For  the  purpose  of  implementing  these  agreeaenta,  EPA 
and  DA  further  agree  that  the  following  terms  have  the 
Specific  meanings  set  out  below: 

(a)  The  term  procurement  means  contract  award. 

(bJ  The  terms  space  engines  and  replacement  engines 

have  the  identical  meaning  and  may  be  used  inter-  - 
changeably. 

(c)  The  exercise  of  an  option  on  a  contract  for  tactical 
vehicles  should  not  be  considered  a  contract  award 
as  defined  in  (a)  above  and  consequently  should 
not  be  considered  as  procurement  or  reprocurement. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  Ms.  Mary  T.  Smith 
of  my  staff  at  (202)  382-2500. 


Enclosures 


Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  N.  Freed,  Director 
Manufacturers  Operations  Division 
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Enclosure  2 


GUIDELINES  FOR  NATIONAL  SECURITY  EXEMPTIONS 

1.  .  Procedures : 

The  Department  of  the  Army  (DA)  will  submit  requests 
for  National  Security  Exemptions  (NSEs)  to  e?a  for  specific 
tactical  vehicles  and  their  spare  engine  requirements.  SPA 
will  grant  a  conditional  NSE  to  the  Army  for  those  tactical 
vehicles,  including  spare  engines,  that  fit  within  the  guide¬ 
lines  generated  and  mutually  agreed  to  by  EPA  and  TACOM 
representatives.  Vehicle  and/or  engine  manufacturers  who 
are  awarded  the  contract  for  procurement  will  then  write  to 
EPA  directly  for  transfer  of  the  Army's  conditional  exemption 
to  their  particular  vehicle  and/or  engins. 

2.  Vehicle  Procurements: 

a.  New  Tactical  Vehicle  Configuration:-  Vehicles  will 
comply  with  emission  standards  in  effect  in  the  first  year 
of  vehicle  system  procurement  (e.g..  new  vehicle  procurement 
in  PY  88  must  meet  88  MY  standards)  unless  tactical  vehicle 
mission  objectives  would  be  substantially  Impaired. 

•  •  »  f  • 

b.  Reprocurement  of  Existing  Tactical  Vehicles:  Vehi¬ 
cles  will  comply  with  emission  standards  in  effect  in  the 
first  year  of  reprocurement  (e.g.,  vehicle  reprocurement  in  PY 
91  must  meet  91  MY  standards)  unless-  tactical  vehicle  mission 
objectives  would  be  substantially  impaired. 

3.  Replacement  Engines: 

Replacement  engines  will  meet  standards  which  apply  to 
the  latest  vehicle  procurement  or  reprocuceaent  (e.g., 
replacement  engines  procured  in  PY  94  must  meet  91  MY 
standards  if  the  latest  vehicle  repcocureaent  was  in  PY  91) 
unless  tactical  vehicle  mission  objectives  would  be  substan¬ 
tially  impaired  or  if  engines  are  no  longer  physically  or 
functionally  interchangeable. 

4.  These  Bational  Security  Exemption  guidelines  shall  be 
in  effect  through  1995.  Prior  to  the  expiration  of  this 
agreement,  EPA  and  DA  representatives  will  review  currant 
technology  and  regulations  with  a  view  toward  entering  into 
an  extension  or  amendment  of  this  agreement  to  cover  a 
succeeding  period  of  time. 
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CONDITIONAL  NATIONAL  SECURITY  EXEMPTIONS  OP  1388 

1.  New  Tactical  Vehicle  Configuration  Procurement* 

a.  FMTV  -  Procurement  for  FY  91  thru  95  complies  with 
91  XV  standards. 

b.  PLS  -  Procurement  for  FY  90  thru  9S  complies  with 

90  MY  standards. 

c.  HETS  (XM107CJ  -  Procurement  for  TY  89  complies  with 
1988  MY  standards.  Procurement  for  FT  90  thru  91 
complies  with  1990  MY  standards. 

d.  M939A2  -  Procurement  for  FY  88  thru  89  complies 
with  1988  KY  standards.  Procurement  for  FY  90  thru 

91  complies  with  90  MY  standards. 

e.  M915A2  -  Procurement  for  FY  88  thru  89  complies  with 
88  KY  standards. 

f.  M916A1  -  Procurement  for  FY  88  complies  with  88  MT 
standards . 

g.  HDM2T  -  Procurement  for  FY  91  thru  94  complies  with  91 
MY  standards. 

2.  New  Tactical  vehicle  Configuration  Replacement  Engines 

Procurement 

a.  FMTV  -  Procurement  for  FY  92  thru  95  complies  with 
91  MY  standards. 

b.  PLS  -  Procurement  for  FY  90  thru  95  complies  with 
90  MY  standards. 

c.  HETS  (XM1070)  -  Procurement  for  FY  89  complies  with 
88  MY  standards.  Procurement  for  FY  90  thru  95 
complies  with  90  MY  standards. 

d.  M939A2  -  Procurement  for  FY  89  complies  with  88  KY 
standards.  Procurement  for  FY  90  thru  9S  complies 
with  90  MY  standards. 

e.  M913A2  -  Procurement  for  FY  89  thru  95  complies  with 
88  MY  standards. 

f.  M916A1  -  Procurement  for  FY  89  thru  95  complies  with 
88  MY  standards. 
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9.  ED  MET  -  Procurement  for  FY  91  thru  95  complies  with 
91  KY  standards. 

3.  Reprocureaent  of  Existing  Tactical  Vehicles: 

EH!-twv  -  Procurement  for  FY  88  thru  90  complies  with 
87  KY  standards.  Procurement  for  FY  93  thru  94  complies 
with  91  KY  standards. 

4.  Replacement  Engine  Procurements  for  Existing  Tactical 

Vehicles:  «. . 

a.  EMKWV  -  Procurement  for  FY  88  thru  92  complies  with 

8  7  MY  standards.  Procurement  for  FY  9  3  thru  95  complies 
with  91  MY  standards. 

b.  CUCV  -  Procurement  for  FY  92  thru  95  complies  with 

87  KY  standards. 

c.  M939/M939A1  -  Procurement  for  FY  94  thru  95  complies 
with  88  KY  standards.  If  repowered,  will  comply  with 
91  KY  standards. 

d.  M809  -  Procurement  for  FY  93  thru  95  complies  88  KY 
standards.  If  repcvered,  will  comply  with  91  KY 
standards . 

e.  M39AL/K39A2  6  M44A1/M44A2  -  Select  option  I  of 
SrA's  September  30,  1987  letter  which  exempts  an 
additional  16,400  multifuel  engines  thru  CY  92. 

1.  M3  9A1/X3  9A2  -  Procurement  for  FY  8  8  thru  92 
exempt  from  meeting  standards.  Procurement 
for  FY  93  thru  95  complies  with  91  KY  standards. 

2.  K44A1/M44A2  -  Procurement  for  FY  8  5  thru  92 
complies  with  87  MY  standards.  Procurement 
for  FY  93  thru  95  complies  with  91  KY  standards. 

M977  -  Procurement  for  FY  8B  thru  89  complies  with 

88  KY  standards.  Procurement  for  FY  90  thru  95 
complies  with  90  KY  standards  if  commercial  engines 
are  available  and  acceptable  to  DA;  otherwise, 
complies  with  88  KY  standards. 

g.  M91S  -  Procurement  for  FY  88  thru  95  complies  with 
88  MY  standards. 

h.  K911  -  Procurement  for  FY  88  thru  95  complies  with 
88  MY  standards. 
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ATTACHMENT  3 


SOIL  BORING  RESULTS 


To:  Gene  Liu 

From:  Todd  Wilson 

RE:  Armed  Services  Reserve  Center  Soil  Borings  at  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada. 

May  17,  1996 

1 .  I  have  reviewed  the  data  provided  by  Terracon  in  support  of  the  Reserve  Center  at  Nellis 
Air  Force  Base.  All  of  the  analytical  data  was  analyzed  by  Nevada  Environmental  Laboratories 
(NEL)  in  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  The  scope  requested  the  installation  of  ten  soil  borings  to  be 
placed  within  the  proposed  construction  areas.  Nine  of  the  soil  borings  were  installed.  Soil 
boring  7  had  poor  recovery  from  the  sampling  tool,  and  therefore  could  not  be  submitted  for 
analysis.  The  reason  for  the  poor  recoveries  should  be  justified  within  their  field  notebooks,  and 
their  report  documentation.  Soil  boring  locations  are  provided  on  the  conceptual  layout  diagram. 

2.  One  soil  sample  from  each  of  the  nine  soil  borings  was  submitted  for  analysis  by  EPA 
Method  Modified  8015  for  Total  Petroleum  Hydrocarbons  (TPH),  and  Volatile  Organic 
Compounds  (VOCs)  by  EPA  Method  8240.  Samples  were  collected  by  Terracon  on  May  7  and 
May  8,  1996. 

3.  In  reviewing  the  laboratory  data,  it  is  apparent  that  no  TPH  contamination  is  present  in 
soil  borings  1-6  and  8-10.  In  discussion  with  Terracon  personnel,  no  staining  or  indication  of 
contamination  is  present  at  the  site.  Minor  detections  of  xylene  are  present  in  sample  B-10@0.0 
and  B-6@5.0.  Total  xylene  concentrations  range  fro'm  10  to  22  ppb  total  xylene  (all  isomers)  in 
these  two  samples.  The  total  xylene. concentration  is  derived  by  adding  the  meta-xylene  and  o,p- 
xylene  results. 

4.  Quality  Control  (QC)  data  were  within  required  limits.  All  surrogate  recoveries  and 
duplicate  analyses  were  within  required  limits.  Since  all  QC  requirements  are  within  acceptable 
limits,  the  data  is  useable  for  all  intended  purposes 

5.  Even  though  several  minor  detections  of  xylene  are  present  in  the  soil  boring  samples,  the 
concentrations  are  orders  of  magnitude  below  any  action  level  criteria  or  concentration  of 
concern.  Therefore,  the  site  is  considered  to  be  clean,  and  there  will  be  no  regulatory  concerns 
resulting  from  the  construction  of  the  Reserve  Center  and  associated  facilities  at  this  location  due 
to  site  contamination. 

6.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments,  please  contact  me  at  402-221-7750. 


Todd  C.  Wilson 
USACE  Project  Chemist 
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Laa  vcgns  Division 
4208  Areata  Way.  Suite  A  •  Laa  Vega*.  MV  890.30 
(702)  6B7IO10  -  P«jc  (702)  857-1577 
1  -600-368-322  I 


CLIENT:  Terracon  Consultants 

4343  S.  Polaris  Ave. 
Las  Vegas.  NV  89102 


ATTN:  Debate  Fitzpafrick-Maul 

PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Borings 

PROJECT  NUMBER:  64967 1 1 7  m;  L960S064 

Attached  art  the  analytical  results  for  samples  in  support  of  the  above  referenced  project.  • 

Samples  submitted  for  this  project  on  05/07/96  were  received  in  good  condition  and  under  chain  of  custody. 
Unless  otherwise  noted,  no  anomalies  were  associated  with  this  project. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  or  comments,  please  feci  free  to  contact  our  Client  Services  department 
(702)  657-1010. 


Corporate  Office  fir  Reno  Division  - 


1030  Hatley  Lane  •  Reno.  MV  89SQ2  •  1702)  34A-2522 


05/16/96  THU  14:23  FAX  170  2587  MM 


TERRACOS 


NEVADA  ENVTROrWfe^rTAL  LABORATORY 


>w/ 


l£011 
PAGE  ea 


CLIENT:  Terracon  Consultants 
PROIECT  NAME;  Reserve  Center  Bonnes 

PROJECT  NUMBER;  64967117  ANALYST:  JW 


METHOD;  TOTAL  EXTRACTABLE  PETROLEUM  HYDROCARBONS  by  EPA  901SM,  July  1992 
SAMPLE  MATRIX;  SOIL 


CLIENT  IP 


a- 1 0o.o 

8-205.0 
3-300.0 
B-400.0 
3-503.0 
B-605.0 
3-4  @0.0 


DATE 

SAMTLED 

NELfll 

RESULTS 

tnt/Lg 

REPORTING 

I.rMTT 

EXTRACTED 

ANALYZED 

03/07/96 

L9605064-01 

ND 

lOrag/kg 

05/13/96 

03/13/96 

03/07/96 

1.9603064-03 

ND 

10  mg/kg 

05/13/96 

05/13/96 

03/07/96 

L9605D64-04 

ND 

10  mg/kg 

05/13/96 

03/13/96 

OS/07,'96 

L9605064-05 

ND 

10  vg/kg 

05/13/96 

05/13/96 

03/07/96 

L960 5064-06 

ND 

10  mg/kg 

05/13/96 

05/13/96 

03/07/96 

L9605O64-O8 

ND 

10  mg/kg 

05/13/96 

0S/13/96 

05/07/96 

L9605064-Q9 

ND 

lOrng/kg 

03/13/96 

05/13/96 

Note:  The  detection  limit  for  oil  Is  50  mg/kg 


QUALITY  COSTROL  DATA  /Total  for  Cajoling  and  Dierel  Raitgaj: 

s.eipfe  ID  Rcanll  AttMtlblc  Range 

Method  Blank  L960513-BLK  ND  <10  me/kg 

L960S 1 3-LCS  75%  Recovety  67-110% 


ND  -  Not  Detected 


rkii  report  iWI  not  be  rewrodwoetl  ercept  ttt  fhU.  wi thewt  the  'written  apprnai  of  the  laboratory 
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NEVADA  EINVIROront^TAL  LABORATORY 


CLIENT:  Terwcon  Consultants 
PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Borings 
PROJECT  NUMBER;  64967117 


DATE  SAMPLED:  05/07/96 
ANALYST:  SJ 


METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA  8260  July  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


Client  ID:  B-1@0.0 


NELID:  L 9605064-01 

ANALYZED:  05/10/96 

RASULT 

REPORTING 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

Ug&f 

I  TMTT 

PARAMETER 

ug&g 

iJMrr 

Acetone 

ND 

50«/kg 

1 ,  J-Dichlcropropene 

ND 

5  Mil kg 

Benzene 

ND 

5u«/kX 

2,2-Dichlonjpropine 

ND 

5  ng/kg 

OromobcsuBtc 

ND 

5  tift/ke 

1 , 1  -  Dicta  oro  ptnpeoc 

ND 

5  pskg 

aromochkem— dwac 

ND 

swfce 

«*- 1 J  -Diehl  oroprupene 

ND 

5  Mg/kg 

Bremodidiloromethtne 

ND 

5  Mg/kg 

trots- 1 J -Dichlaropenpene 

ND 

3  M£fcg 

Bromoform 

ND 

i  mj/fci 

Ethylbenzene 

ND 

3  MgAg 

Uroraomethnne 

ND 

5  Mg/kg 

Hcxaehlorofeutadicnc 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

2 -Butin  one 

ND 

*3  Mg/kg 

2-Hat  an  one 

ND 

25  Mg/kg 

nBJtytbeneeiw 

ND 

sug/kf 

lodomrthmc 

ND 

3  Wkg 

sce-flutylbenaen* 

ND 

S  >ig/kg 

Isopropylbenzene 

ND 

3  Mg/ kg 

tor-Burylbenzene 

ND 

5ut/U 

p>t*cprapyltoluene 

ND 

5  Hg/ka 

Cirtjoo  disulfide 

ND 

5  Mg/kg 

Methylene  chloride  (Dlchloromethene; 

ND 

3°Mg/kg 

Carbon  tetnchicr.de 

ND 

5M«/kg 

A-Metfcyl-2 -penti/tonn 

NO 

25  ug/kg 

Chlorobenzene 

ND 

5  wg/kg 

MethyU-b^yi  ether  (MTBE) 

ND 

3  pLg/tg 

Ch  loro  ethane 

ND 

i  Mg/kg 

Naphthalene 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

2-Chloro«hyl  vj(jy|  ether 

ND 

5  Mkg 

tj-Propyfccn2eoe 

ND 

5  Mg/kg 

Chloroform 

ND 

5  ut'kj 

Styrene 

ND 

5  Ag/kg 

Chtoromcthone 

ND 

5  ugAa 

1,1,1,2-Tetraeftiaroctfcare 

ND 

Sfig/kf 

2 -Chloro  toluene 

ND 

3  MgAg 

l ,  1 ,2.2-Tetmchloroethane 

ND 

5  u«/kg 

4-Chiorotoluene 

ND 

JugAg 

Tetnehlaroctheoe  (PCE) 

ND 

3ftglkg 

Dibromochloromr  thine 

ND 

3  ug/kg 

Toluene 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

I  2-orbroroo-3-chlofoprop«3xe  (DBCP) 

ND 

3 

l  ,2,3-T  fichlorobenzene 

ND 

S  lig/kg 

1.2‘Dlbrotnoetiiuie  (EDB) 

ND 

3  M«/kg 

1  J,4-Tn«hlorobcnztne 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

Ditromo  methane 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

1,1,1-THchloroethifte  (lr|,l-TCA) 

ND 

3  Mg/ kg 

1 .2-Diehloro benzene  (o-OCB) 

ND 

5  ng/ltg 

l.ia-Trichloreethine  (1,1.2-TCA) 

NO 

5  Mg/kg 

l-J-Di<*>|txobemene  (rrv-DCBl 

ND 

5n«/kg 

Tnehlaroethcne  (TCE) 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

1  .^-DicWorobenzenc  (p-DCB) 

ND 

5  \xifnz 

T  richlorofiuoromethanc  (Freon  1 1 ) 

ND 

J  pffa 

Dichlorodifluuruin  ethane  (Freon  12) 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

1  ^P*TrichlorcgjroFane 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

1 . 1  -D  iehlorocttuiic  ( 1 . 1  -DCA) 

ND 

3Mg/kg 

1  ,2,4-Tritn  ethylbenzene 

ND 

5  Mg/kg 

1 .2-OichJoro  ethane  ( 1 ,2-DCA) 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

1,3,5  -Trimethylbrnsaic 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

l.l-Didllorocdrcse  (l.l'DCE) 

ND 

iHS'kg 

Vinyl  chloride 

ND 

i  ii«/v.g 

ds-  1 ,2-DichUiroethiaie 

ND 

3ug/kg 

o-Xylane 

ND 

3  M/kc 

truwi  .2  -  D  ich  lorocthene 

ND 

3 

rr.,p-Xy!ene 

NO 

5  Mg/kg 

1 .2-Diehloroprwpine 

ND 

S  Ug/kg 

QCAUTY  COffTKOL  DA  TA : 

Surrogate 

SiJlgraTttX 

Ascrettbta  Raift 

1 ,  :-Dieh!oroethfcfted4 

97 

70-121% 

Toluene -dS 

104 

*1-117% 

4-Brotnofluorobenzene 

96 

74-121%  . 

NO  -  Not  Delected 


Hits  report  shall  not  bo  reproduced  except  in  full,  without  the  written  approval  af  the  laboratory 


05/16/96  THU  14:24  FAI  17025679393 

NEVADA  EPfVIRCWlErtTAL  LABORATORY 


@013 
PAGE  as 


CLIENT:  Tcrracon  Consultants 
PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center. Borings 
PROJECT  NUMBER:  649471 17 


DATE  SAMPLED:  05/07/96 
ANALYST:  SJ 


METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA  8260,  July  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


Client  ID:  B-2@5.0 


NELID:  L 9605064-03 

ANALYZED:  05/1  <V9« 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

PARAMETER 

u mhx 

limit 

parameter 

pg/kg 

LIMIT 

Acetone 

ND 

50  pg/kg 

1 ,3'Dichloropntptme 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

Benzene 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

2 , 2  •  Dich  l  oropropan  e 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Bronotonzme 

ND 

s  pg/kg 

1 , 1  -DfeMocopi  upcae 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

1 )  romodvloromethlfla 

ND 

3n«/kg 

ci*-l,3-Dichl«epn»pwie 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

B  rtxnedicfijorom  ethane 

ND 

-  Pg/kg 

•jth5-  l  J  •Dichloropropene 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

Bromoform 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Ethylbenzene 

ND 

5  |ig/kg 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

Huachlotobutadicne 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

2-Buignooe 

ND 

2J  pg/kg 

2-Hcxanooe 

ND 

25  pg/kg 

rt-Butylbeti»nc 

ND 

s  pg/kg 

Iodoracthane 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

see  Butyl  benzene 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Isoprapytbcrwne 

ND 

5  M/kg 

icrt-Butyll>e»uene 

ND 

Jueikg 

p-Isopropyhohrene 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

Carbon  disulfide 

ND 

J  pg/kg 

Methylene  chloride  (Dichloramahane) 

ND 

50  pg/kg 

Carbon  tetrachloride 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

4-Methyl-2-peatarot«e 

ND 

25  pg/kg 

Chlorobenzene 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

McthyW^ucyl  ether  (MTBE) 

ND 

3  P&Xg 

Chloreathane 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

Naphthalene 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

2-Chloroethyl  vinyl  ether 

ND 

5pf/k» 

n-Propylbeazroe 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Chlofoftmn 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

Styrene 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

Chlornmethane 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroe  diene 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

2-ChlorotoHjene 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

1, 1.2,2 -Tetrzehloroetbene 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

*  -Chlorotoi  uene 

ND 

SOg/Vg 

Tetraehiorccthess  (PCE) 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

D  i  brtnnochiorom  ethane 

ND 

3  w/kg 

Toluene 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

l.l-Oibmmo-J-eMoroprupanc  (DBCP) 

NO 

5  pg/kg 

1  ,24-Ti richlorobenzeac 

ND 

5pg/kg 

1.2-Dibfemocthjne  (EDB) 

ND 

s  pg/kg 

1  ,2, 4-Trichlcro  benzene 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

0 1  bromoraethane 

ND 

5  ugrkg 

l,  l.l-Trtehlororzhane  (1,1,1-TCA) 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

1 .2 -DlchJ  oro  benzene  <o-DCB) 

ND 

J  Pg/kg 

i,2-Triefci<*roelh«ne  (1,1,2-TCA) 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

1.3  •Dichtoro  benzene  (m-DCB) 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

TrkWotOetheae  (TCE) 

ND 

3pg/V* 

i  .4~Dichk>n>feetizcne  (p-DCB) 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

T rachtorofluorwnethatie  ( Freon  1 1 ) 

ND 

3  Pgkg 

Dichlorodifluoromethane  (Freon  123 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

1 .2.3  -Triehtoroprop  ane 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

l.l-Diehloroemaoe  (l.l-DCA) 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

1  A4-Trirae«hylbeazenc 

ND 

?  Pg/kg 

l.2-DiCbloroethane(ia-DCA) 

ND 

3p#kg 

1,3,5  -Tnmethylbmzme 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

1 . 1  -Oichloroethene  (1.1  -DCE) 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

Vjnyl  chloride 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

cis-l  -2-0  i  chi  oroetben* 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

o-Xylene 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

i  ran*- 1 . 2-Dichloroethoie 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

m.p- Xylene 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

1  .l-Dichlnropcopaoe 

ND  5  pg/kg 

OUAim COyTBOL  DATA: 

Sun-noet* 

1 .2-Dicbk>roethAne-d4 

97 

70-121% 

Toluene-dg 

104 

81-117% 

4-Bromofluoro  benzene 

95 

74-121%  * 

NO  -  Not  Detected 


Thu  report  shall  not  be  reproduced  except  in  full  without  the  written  approval  of  the  laboratory 


05/16/96  THU  14:24  FAI  17025979393 

NEVADA  EWVtROPmfe^TAL  LABORATORY 


@014 
petit  06 


CLIENT:  Terncon  ConsuiusTls 

PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Borings  DATE  SAMPLED'  05/07/96 

PROJECTNUMBERj  64967117  ANALYST:  SJ 

METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA  8260,  July  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


Client  ID:  B-3@0.0 


NELID:  L9605064-04 

ANALYZED:  05/10/96 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

* 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

rtnMrrm 

timJUm 

r.tMTT 

RARAMKTEB 

U*Of 

limit 

Acetone 

ND 

50 

l,)*DichlcJt>propen« 

ND 

3  U«/kg 

Benzene 

ND 

3  d^k* 

Z2  -Diehlortjproptnc 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

3romebcj*oue 

ND 

J  uglkg 

1. 1  -Didrloropropcuc 

ND 

5  MgV* 

Brotnochloromethanc 

ND 

3d*/k« 

ci»-l  J -Diehl  ore  propane 

ND 

5  ng/lcj 

Bremod  ichleromcthane 

ND 

3  Mi/kg 

traas- 1 J -Dfchlornpropene 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

Bromofarm 

ND 

3  U*Ag 

Ethylbenzene 

ND 

5  dg/kg 

Dromomethmc 

ND 

5 

HcueMarotoutadiate 

ND 

5  dg/kg 

'-Butanonc 

ND 

25wt/kg 

2'Hexanene 

ND 

23  ng/kg 

n-Butylbcnzene 

ND 

3dg/kg 

lodoatcthttc 

ND 

S  dg/kg 

soc-&\try  1  benzene 

ND 

3  M/kg 

Isoprapylbenoenc 

ND 

5 MS* * 

!  <  rt-Buty  Ibejtnenc 

ND 

5  ug/Vs 

fxlsaprapyltoluenc 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

Carbon  disulfide 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

Methylene  chloride  (Dicbloromahnne) 

ND 

30  dg/kg 

Carbon  trtredilonde 

ND 

i  tig/L g 

4-Mc*yP2-pentanonc 

ND 

IS  dg/kg 

Chlorobenzene 

ND 

5  Ufkg 

MerhyUt-btayl  ether  (MTBE) 

ND 

5  u|/k* 

Chloroethano 

-  ND 

5  dg/kg 

Naphthalene 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

’•Chtoroetflyl  vinyl  ether 

ND 

3  dfifa 

n- Propyl  benzene 

ND 

3  ug/kg 

Chloroform 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

Sryrcne 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

Chloromcthane 

ND 

3w/k8 

1 , 1 , 1  ,2-TecrucWoroettuuja 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

2-Chlorotolucnc 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

1 . 1  A2-Tettnchloroettuwo 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

-t-Ch  ioroto  luane 

ND 

i  up'll* 

Tctnebioroedscne  (PCE) 

ND 

3  lag/kg 

Oieromocblorom  ethane 

ND 

5  dg/kg 

Toluene 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

1 .2*Dibromo-3-chloroptopM«  (DBCP) 

ND 

s  wgV* 

t  AJ-Trichloro  benzene 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

1  r-DIbtomocthanc  (EDS) 

ND 

3^8/M 

1  .2,4-T  ncftJorobeazenc 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Dibromcrn  ethane 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

1.1,1-Trtchloroetfcanc  (1,1,1-TCA) 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

1  2-Dfchlorobenzene  (o-DCB) 

ND 

5u*Ag 

1,1,2-Trlchlaroechafte  (1.1.2-TCA) 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

;  J-Dieh  loro  benzene  (m-DCB) 

ND 

Slight* 

Trichloroetbcnc  (TCE) 

ND 

Sdg/kg 

1 .4-D(ch(orobcnzene  (p-DCB) 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

Tncblcrofkicroroethace  (Freon  1 1) 

ND 

3«htg 

DichiorodiRuarumethaac  (Freon  12) 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

1 .2  J-T  ncfiloropropane 

ND 

3  M/kg 

; .  l-D<cHlcroeii)«ce  (l.l-DCA) 

ND 

5  dgtkg 

1  ,2,4-TrtlDethy  Ibennen* 

ND 

3  us/kg 

1 .2  -Dichloroeriuno  ( I J-DCA) 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

1 JJ  -TrioveShylbenaene 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

1 . 1  -CMchloroelhcne  (I .  I  -DCE) 

ND 

s«g/ks 

Vinyl  chloride 

ND 

3  dg/kg 

«i  j-  1 .2  -Dichloroethenc 

ND 

$  Ug/kg 

o-Xylene 

ND 

3  Up/kg 

'.ran  s- 1 .2-Dichlortxrthene 

ND 

3  dgkg 

m.p-Xytcne 

ND 

3  d8/k* 

i  .  2-Dichloropropezic 

ND  3  dCtkg 

QUALITY COffTROL  DATA: 

Surrrmte 

•r.  Rnmvprv 

1  JI-Dichlororthafte-eU 

96 

70-121% 

Toluene-rig 

103 

81-117%  * 

4-Sromofluofobenzetie 

9« 

74-121% 

MO  -  Not  Detected 


Tins  report  shall  not  be  reproduced  except  in  /uU.  without  the  written  approval  of  the  laboratory. 


05/16/96  THU  14 : 25  FAX  17025979393 


TERRACON 


@015 
CAME  B7 


NEVADA  EWVIROPIwfe^rAL  LABORATORY 


CLIENT:  Terracon  Corsulomu 
PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Borings 
PROJECT  NUMBER:  64967117 


DATE  SAMPLED:  05/07/96 
ANALYST:  SJ 


METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA  K260,  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


CHenr  ID:  B-4@0,0 

NELIEfc  L960 5064-05 

ANALYZED:  05/10/96 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

result 

REPORTING 

parameter 

"*/w* 

LIMIT 

PARAMETER 

ug  hie 

LIMIT 

Ac  cicne 

ND 

50  ug/Kl 

1  ^-Dirfdoropropme 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

Boone 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

LLPiehloroproptnc 

ND 

3  M/kg 

Urwnobcnxaoe 

ND 

Sug/kg 

1 , 1  -Diehl  oroprnpene 

ND 

3  Pgkg 

BromochJorwnctbaitc 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

eis- 1 .3-Dtehlorcpropenc 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

llromodlchlaromethue 

ND 

>  P«kg 

Wt»-l,3-Oichlaropiup«ne 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

Hrotnoform 

ND 

3P«/k« 

Edjyibeame* 

ND 

3  pg/k« 

Brcmomethenc 

ND 

!h*A* 

KeuchkndsiitadiQje 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

2-Butanone 

ND 

25ugAg 

?44dmoo« 

ND  ‘ 

22  ug/kg 

n-Butylberaenc 

ND 

'  Pg/k* 

lodotaethane 

ND 

3  Pg/k* 

v«C'Burylb«arene 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

.'sopropylbcnccac 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

i  «rt-  B  my  |  benzene 

ND 

i  Mg/kg 

p-Uopropyltclipoe 

ND 

3  Ug/k* 

Carbon  disulfide 

ND 

5  P*A* 

Methylene  chloride  (Dichloranttthanc) 

ND 

30  pg/kg 

Carbon  tetrachloride 

ND 

5  WkS 

*-M  eCiy  1  •  Z-penOcsxic 

ND 

ispgdtg 

dilerebcnecoc 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

Methyl -t -butyl  ether  (MTBE) 

ND 

3  PEkg 

Chloroeiheiia 

ND 

'  pg/kg 

Naphthalene 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

’•Chloroetfiyl  vinyl  ether 

ND 

3u*/kg 

o-Prepylbennax 

ND 

5  P»/kg 

Chloroform 

ND 

5  Pgk* 

Styrene 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

Cblofomethane 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

1 , 1, 1 ,2»Tctredi  1  oracdune 

ND 

3  P«^g 

2-CKloraxDluenc 

ND 

3  pgkg 

1,  UU-Tetieefi  laroefliine 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

4-ChloroCDloene 

-  ND 

5p»/k# 

TMrachlorDcthenc  (PCS) 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

Dibroniocblorometheoe 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

To’oefte 

ND 

3  P*Atg 

ND 

5  p»kg 

I  A3-Triehlorobenzene 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

i.2-DibnxnocUtinc  (EDB) 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

1  ^.*-Trieblcfo  benzene 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

Dibrooiotn  <shine 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

1,1,1-TrichlonxtJune  (1,1,1-TCA) 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

1  2-Dieh  lore  benzene  (o-DCD) 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

l.U-TrtChlomethine  (1,1,2-TCA) 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

l.l-Dichiorobeazcne  (m-UCBl 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

T  ricMoroethene  (TCE) 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

t .  A-Diriilorubcnreae  (p-DCB) 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

TrtcWorcflucrotneOwic  (Freon  11) 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

Dichlorodifluunnnedme  (Freon  12) 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

1.2,3- 1  ncftkstjpcopMe 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

1 . 1  -0 ich loroethane  (1,1-DCA) 

ND 

3pg/kg 

1  ALTrtmahy  itauene 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

1 .2-Didilorocth«ne  (IJ2-DCA) 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

1  J.5  -T time  thy  (benzene 

ND 

3  ug/kg 

1 . 1  -Dithlorocdunc  ( 1 . 1  -DCE) 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

Vinyl  chloride 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

C  is.  1 .2*0  (eh  loroetbcnc 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

o-Xylcne 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

lrws-12-DichiorocOicne 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

m.pOcytaoe 

ND 

3  pi/kg 

1 2-DlchIoropropwjc 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

QUALITY  CONTROL  DA  TA: 

Surrogate 

%  Recovery 

l  .2- Dichloroethene-d4 

96 

7CM21%  • 

Toluene-dl 

104 

11-117% 

—  Bromofluarobcnzme 

95 

74-121% 

NO  •  Not  Detected 


This  report  shell  not  ha  reproduced  except  in  full,  without  the  written  approve!  of  the  laboratory. 


TERRACON 
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_ NEVADA  ENVIROWMofe^TAJL  LABORATORY 


@016 
t-'AQE  28 


CLIENT:  Terracon  Consultants 

PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Borings  DATE  SAMPLED:  05/07/95 

PROJECT  NUMBER:  649671 17  ANALYST:  SJ 

METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  F.PA  82 6A.  July  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


Client  ID:  B-5@S.O 


NEL  ID:  L960 5 064-06 

ANALYZED:  05/10/96 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

PARAMETER 

uxAs 

limit 

PAMMETIB 

ua/kc 

LIMIT 

Aeacona 

ND 

50  gg/Vg 

1 ,3  -Dichlcfepropeoc 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

Benzene 

ND 

i  gg/kg 

X2-Didl)cropreper>e 

ND 

5  gg/k* 

Brnrnotwnzmc 

ND 

5  U«/kg 

l.l-Dichlonopropmc 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

3rocnoch  loromcthanc 

ND 

5  ggkg 

d»l,3-Dichloro^fupcnc 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

S  ftuncd  ichl  emmethar  e 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

trtthx- 1 ,3-DichWopropcn. 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Bromofbrm 

ND 

imfis 

Ethylbenzene 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

Bwm—tt 

ND 

3  g*/k# 

Hat»chlorobut»d:ene 

ND 

3  gg*g 

2-Buhaooc 

ND 

25  gg/kg 

2-Keeanone 

ND 

25  gg/kg 

n-Bucylbcnzene 

ND 

lodemethue 

ND 

JggAg 

yoe-Butyibavzene 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

Ijupropylbcazrcc 

ND 

Sgg/kg 

lert-Botyl  benzene 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

p-Iropmpyltolucnc 

ND 

5  g  fikt 

Carbon  disulfide 

ND 

5  ggki 

Methylene  chloride  (Dichiorcmcthane) 

ND 

30  gg/kg 

Carbon  tetrachloride 

ND 

5  g&Vg 

4-Mnhyl-2-pcaf>ucic 

ND 

25  gg/kg 

Chlorobenzene 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

MethyM-tnityl  ether  (MTBE) 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

Chloracdiene 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

NtpMhaleac 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

2-Chk)  methyl  vinyl  etlier 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

n-fTopyibentene 

ND 

5  ugfcg 

Chloroform 

ND 

3ug/k* 

Styrene 

ND 

3  ggAcg 

Chlorwnethane 

ND 

3  gg/ku 

1 , 1 , 1 ,2-Tctrnch  loroctfcune 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

2-Chlorotohiene 

ND 

5  g«/k« 

1 , 1  AS-Teoaditoocthane 

ND 

3  ytfiz 

-UChloratoluens 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

TetrechJororthenc  (PCE) 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

Oibromochlommethene 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

Toluene- 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

1.2-Dibtwno-j-chlaroproparw  (DBCP) 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

1 ,23-Trl  chlorobenzene 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

Lu-Dibrumoethaoc  (EDB) 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

1 .2,4-TrichIorobeaztne 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

Dibmmemethanc 

ND 

3  WtAg 

I,J,I*Trl«hloroeth«iie  (IJ.I-TCA) 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

l.2-Dich!orobcnzcoe  (o-DCBi 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

1,1  J-TrtcfaUmsahaae  (1.1  J-TCA) 

ND 

*  g»/kg 

1  J-Dichlorobenrene  (m-DCB) 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

Trichloroethene  (TCE) 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

1 ,4-Dichlombcnzene  (p-DCB) 

ND 

3gg/kg 

T ftchierofluommethanc  ( Freon  1 1) 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

Dichlorodiflaoromcthane  (Freon  12) 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

]  .2J  -T  rich  ]  oropropane 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

l ,  1  -Dichlerocihane  ( 1 . 1  -DCA) 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

1  ,2.4-Trtreediylbenzeoe 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

1 ,2-Dichloroethift*  ( 1 ,2-OCA) 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

1,3.5  -Trii-  rthylbenzefte 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

1 . 1  -DicNomethenc  ( 1 , 1-DCE) 

ND 

5  gg/kg 

Vinyl  chloride 

ND 

3  gg/V* 

ttjs-l  _2-Dichloroethene 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

o-Xylcne 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

tnns-l.2-DichlarD«ihetie 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

m,p-Xykhe 

ND 

3  gg/kg 

2-Dichloropropane 

ND  S  gg/kg 

QUALITY  CONTROL  DATA. 

Snrrnntc 

1  ,2-Dichloroethane-d4 

96 

70-121%  ‘ 

Toluen»*d8 

103 

81-117% 

4  -  Bromoflwro  benzene 

95 

74-121% 

ND  •  Noi  Detaaed 


This  report  shall  noi  be  reproduced  u eept  infill  w/Moart  the  "fitter  approval  of  the  laboratory 


05/18/80  THU  14:28  FAX  17025979393 


TERRACON 


NEVADA  EWVlROWWfe^TAL  LABORATORY 


0017 
KAGE  BS 


CLIENT:  Terraccn  Ccnsuftants 

PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Bonn**  DATE  SAMPLED:  05/07/96 

PROJECT  NUMBER.  64967117  ANALYST:  SJ 

METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA 1260,  J*ly  1993 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


Client  ID:  B-6@5.0 


NEL  ID:  L 9605064 -09 

ANALYZED:  05/10/96 

RESULT 

RETORTING 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

PARAMETER 

ugOe 

LIMIT 

parameter 

UlAg 

1JMTT 

Acetone 

ND 

50  ugrkg 

1 .5  -Didi  lorapropen. 

ND 

JpfflU 

Geozene 

ND 

*  P*/kg 

I3-Dichlw  oproptm 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

Bromobciusne 

ND 

3p*/kg 

1. 1  -Dtehlorepropcnc 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

B  ramocb  Icromotheoe 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

eia- 1 .3  -Die*  loropropene 

ND 

S  pg/kg 

B  romodich  loromrthenc 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

cnn»-  i,  j-Dutihstopropenc 

ND 

Jpg/kg 

Hrontofttnn 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

Etbylbeozene 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

BromomcJtimc 

ND 

5gg/k* 

Hcxachlorobuadiene 

ND 

5  Pf/kg 

2-Btmnooe 

ND 

25  pgtkg 

2-Hexenonc 

ND 

25  pg/kg 

n-8utylbetw*ne 

ND 

5  P*kg 

lodomethene 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

jec-Butylben«nc 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

bopropylhrmor 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

ttrt-Butylbenzene 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

p-Iiopropyltoluene 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

Carbon  disulfide 

ND 

Methylene  chloride  (Dichloromcthaae) 

ND 

50  Pg/kg 

Carbon  tetrachloride 

ND 

J  pg/Vg 

4-Mcthy[-2-pentanone 

ND 

25  pg/kg 

Chlorobenzene 

ND 

J  ug/kg 

Methyi-t-buryl  ether  (MTBE] 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

Chlarastftaoe 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

NeohdPdcne 

ND 

!  pg&g 

1-Chloioetliyl  wjnyl  ether 

ND 

s  m/k« 

a-Propylbenacne 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

Chloroform 

ND 

5  W/kg 

Styrene  , 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

Chlorom  ethane 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

1, 1 , 1 ,2-TctraehioroctfUme 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

;-ChJorotclu«ne 

ND 

5  ugkg 

_  1 . 1  ^2-Tctnchlofnehane 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

4 -Chlocoto  luetic 

ND 

Spg/kg 

Tctnchiorodheae  (PCE) 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

DibromoehlorornRhena 

NO 

5  Pg/kg 

Toluene 

ND 

5  PR/kg 

U-Otoronwt-l-chloropropane  (DBCP) 

ND 

Jpg/kg 

UJ-Trichlorobcazane 

ND 

Jpgfcg 

1 .2D  ibtomoethanc  rEDBl 

ND 

J  pg'kg 

1  ,2,4-T  rahloeobdiecne 

ND 

5  P*/kg 

Dibromomethanc 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

1,1,1-Trtchlorodhane  (1,1,1-TCA) 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

1 ,2-D:eh  lorobermeoe  (o-DCB) 

ND 

5pg/k* 

1 , 1  J-Trichloroethane  (1,1 ,2-TCA) 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

1 ,3-Dichlorc  benzene  (m-OCB) 

.  ND 

5p*/k* 

Tfiefeioroetheee  (TCE) 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

!  ,4-Ot  chlorobenzene  (p-DCB) 

ND 

5  P*/kg 

Trtcblorofluoroineth«M  (Freon  1 1) 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

DkhlorodlfluaraiTMibtne  (Freon  12) 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

13L3-1  richlornprapenc 

ND 

$  PR/kg 

1 . 1  -D  ichloroethane  ( 1 .1  -DCA) 

ND 

Spgtkg 

1 .  J.4-T  rimethy  ibenzcnc 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

1 .2-Dtchloroelhane  ( 1 ,2-DCA) 

ND 

5m/kg 

1.3,5  -Tricoethylbcnwie 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

1 , :  -Dichloroeth«o»  (1,1  -DCE) 

ND 

S  pgrkg 

Vinyl  chloride 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

ris-U-Dichloroetheae 

ND 

5  pgrkg 

o-Xyldw 

ND 

SpgAg 

uons- 1  .2-Dichlcioethenc 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

TvXylene 

10 

5  P«/k« 

1  Ji-Oieftlcropropaoc 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

QUALITY  CONTROL  DATA: 

Summit 

%.Rm»co 

Arr^ptehle  Deny. 

E 

1 .2-Dichloroeth*ne-d4 

97 

70-121% 

Telucne-dS 

103 

91-117% 

4-  B  rom  ofluaro  benzene 

92 

74-121% 

ND  -  Not  Detected 


THU  report  that!  net  be  reproduced  except  in  full,  without  the  written  approval  of  the  laboratory. 
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CLIENT:  Temcan  Consultants 
PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Borings 
PROJECT  NUMBER:  64967117 


DATE  SAMPLED:  05/07/96 
ANALYST:  SJ 


METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA  *360.  July  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


Client  ID:  B-S@0  0 

• 

NELID:  L96050M-09 

ANALYZED:  05//96 

RESULT 

reporting 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

parameter 

u£kg 

IJMtT 

PARAMETER 

Utlkg 

LIMIT 

Acetone 

ND 

50|ig/Vs 

1 ,3-Dkhloropropane 

nd' 

2  ug/kg 

Benzene 

ND 

Sptfks 

La-Oicblixoprop—tj 

ND 

2  Mg/kg 

Bfomobeoxene 

ND 

SueAg 

1 , 1  -Oiehkirepcopcne 

ND 

5  Rg/kg 

n  r  o  mochloroenc  iKsne 

ND 

5  wig 

as- 1 ,3-D  ich  leropropcae 

ND 

3  Ug/kj 

Bromodkhloromethanc 

ND 

j  ng/lcg 

trani-  1.3-DichIoropTOpcne 

ND 

2  Mg/kg 

Bromofonn 

ND 

Sutfkg 

Ethyl  benzene 

ND 

3  tig/kg 

Sromometfaaee 

ND 

S  Vf/k 1 

HotachtoroN  — 4|— ■ 

ND 

3  ligftg 

I-Butaruarwr 

ND 

23  W*g 

Z'Howone 

ND 

23  IW/kg 

n-Butylbenzene 

ND 

lodcrocthanc 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

-ec-Butyl  benzene 

ND 

i  Ug/k< 

liopropylbortzene 

ND 

2  Rgdcg 

ier.-Butylben»n>« 

ND 

3  Rg/kg 

p-lsopropylroluene 

ND 

2  )Wkg 

Carbon  tiixalfrde 

ND 

2 

Methylene  chloride  (Diehteronwhine) 

ND 

30  ug/kg 

Carbon  tetrachloride 

ND 

5  RgAg 

4-Mcthy(-2-peotaoonc 

ND 

JSMgikg 

Chlorobenzene 

ND 

3  Ai'ki 

Meshy  l-t-huryl  ethar  (MTBE) 

ND 

2  Rg/kg 

Chloroethsne 

ND 

3  10**4 

NaphttaJona 

ND 

2  pgAeg 

2-Chloroethyl  vjnyi  ether 

ND 

5  tog/kg 

n-Propylhcnzcae 

ND 

2  UgAcg 

Chlorofuim 

ND 

i 

Styrene 

NO 

2  P«/kg 

Chloromcthane 

ND 

3 

1 , 1 . 1 ,2-TctrndUoroethane 

ND 

2  H&kS 

2  -Oil-c  rotoluene 

.  ND 

s  P&'kfi 

I .  l-2J-Tetrochk)roettttne 

ND 

2  w/kg 

-i-CHIorotolueae 

ND 

3|i*/k« 

TrtroehloroeJhene  (PCE) 

ND 

Sug/kg 

Dibromoehiorom  Ithaca 

ND 

2 

Toluene 

ND 

S  H-g/Vg 

l.2*Oibronu>3-chloropropaoe  (DBCP) 

ND 

3  ug/kx 

1 ,2,3-Trich  terobenzrne 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

l.l'Dibrornocthine  (EDB) 

ND 

2  sgfre 

1  _2,4-T  n  chlorobenzene 

ND 

2  ug/kg 

Dfwocnoroe  thane 

ND 

i  /kg 

1 , 1 , 1  •TricUerucdtane  ( t.l ,  NTCA) 

ND 

2  H&kg 

1 .2-Dichlarabenzene  (o-DCB) 

ND 

2  kgAg 

I.U-TrWiloroeUiaiu  (l.U-lCA) 

ND 

2  l*gA* 

1. 3 -Oichloro benzene  (rn-DCB) 

ND 

2  o«/kx 

Triehloroethua.  (TCE) 

ND 

Sugricg 

1.4-Dichlorobenzrse  (p-DCB) 

ND 

3 

TncMaroftiMronethane  (Freon  11 ) 

ND 

2  Wkg 

DicnlorodifluonorDctlwtc  (Preen  12) 

ND 

2  Mg/kg 

1  -2J-Trich  hnopropane 

ND 

5  ux/kf 

l.i-Dichloroethsne  (1,1-JX.A) 

ND 

3|tgAg 

1 .2, 4-Trim  ethylbenzene 

ND 

3 

1 .1-OlcMoroetbeic  ( I ,2-DCA) 

ND 

2  USAl 

1,3,5  -Trimethylbenzetie 

ND 

2  ug/k* 

1. 1 -Dlchloroetheoe  (Ll-DCE) 

ND 

5  ugtkg 

Vinyl  chloride 

ND 

2  ug/kg 

as- 1 . 2-  D  i  chloroesheuc 

ND 

3^8*5 

o-XvIaoe 

ND 

5  yg/kg 

inn*- 1 ,2*Dkhloroc3hcne 

ND 

2  iig/ks 

m.p-Xy1tne 

ND 

2  Rg/kg 

1 .I-Diehlcropropene 

ND 

Sut/kg 

QUALITY  CONTROL  DATA: 

Surrogate  %  Renrtry 


l.2-Dichloroeth«flr-d4 

94 

70-121% 

Toluene-dg 

104 

11*117% 

*-BrornofhJoro  benzene 

ss 

74-I2IH 

ND  -  Not  Detected 

Thit  report  shall  not  be  reproduced  except  in  fell,  wuhont  the  written  approval  of  the  laboratory. 
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CLIENT:  Terracan  Consultants 

PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Canter  Borings  DATE  SAMPLED:  NA 

PROJECT  NUMBER:  64967 1 17  ANALYST:  SJ 

METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA  *260,  July  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


Client  ID:  Method  Blank 
NELID:  VBLK9605 

PARAMETER 

Acetone 

Benzene 

Bromobcnzme 

Qromochioromelhafte 

SromodlchiarDm  ethane 

Bromoform 

Bromonethene 

3-Butanonc 

"•Bucylbanaan* 

.ec-Butylbenzene 

Icn-Butylbetuxnc 

Carbon  disi  Ml  da 

Carbon  tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Ch  loro  ethane 

3-Chioroediyl  vinyl  ether 

Chloroform 

Chloromdhane 

3-Chlormolwne 

-i-Chlorotoluene 

Dibrotnoehloromethane 

I.U'Dibronio-l'ehUinipropwic  (DBCP) 

1 .2- Dibrecooethane  (EDB1 
□ibromomethane 

I  -2-Dichlorobenaene  (o-DCB) 
13-Dichlozobenzeae  (tn-OCB) 
1.4-Diehlotobefizenc  (p-DCB> 
n tchiorodlfl uommathane  (Freon  12) 

1. 1  -L3iehloro««hane  ( 1 ,1-DCA) 

1 .2- Diehloroctbaac  ( 1 ,2-OCA) 

1 . 1  -O  ndiloroethene  ( 1 , 1 -DCE1 
ci*- 1  J-Oichi<?no«th«ie 
tran*- 1 ,2-Didlloroetheoe 
IJ-Dichloropfopmc 

QUALITY  CONTROL  DA  TA: 

Simnote 


1.2-Dichloroethan©-<J4 

Toluene-dS 

^Bromofluoro  benzene 

ND  -  Not  Detccwd 


ANALYZED:  0S//96 


RESULT 

RETORTTNC 

RESULT 

RETORTING 

uax 

umh 

PAEAMETEg 

USftl 

I-lM^r 

ND 

50  pg/kg 

1 ,  j  -  Diehl  otopropene 

ND 

3pg/kg 

ND 

Spgtkg 

2,2-Dtcbloropropane 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

1 , 1  -Dkhtoropropcna 

ND 

*  Pg/kg 

ND 

5p*/kg 

e»-l  ,3-Dlcbloropropeae 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

tran  »-l  3-0  tchteropropcM 

ND 

Spg/kg 

ND 

5  Pg/Vg 

Ethylbenzene 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

ND 

Spg/kg 

Hexachlarobutadiene 

ND 

5pg/kg 

ND 

23  pb** 

2-Hmanorrc 

ND 

23  pg/kg 

ND 

S  ug/kg 

(edomethvK 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

ND 

Spg/kg 

Iinqrepyibanear 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

ND 

3  pg*S 

p-lsopropyltohirfie 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

ND 

;»ig/kg 

Methylene  chlondc  (Dictilorocnethanel 

ND 

50  pg/kg 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

t-Metfr*  I-2-f*n  tanooe 

ND 

25  pg/kg 

ND 

3  pgrkg 

M*thyM-bwyl  ether  (MTBE) 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

ND 

Spg/kg 

Naphthalene 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

3  pg/k| 

O-Propylheneene  • 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

3p*/kg 

Styrene 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

1,1,1.2-Tctrachloreethanc 

NO 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

S  pg/kg 

1. 1 ,23-TetrechloTOrtbanc 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

ND 

Spg/kg 

Tctrechloroethcne  (PCE) 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

Toluene 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

1 33  -T  nchJorobuitene 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

1 X  4-Trfch  lorobenzana 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

1.1,1-Triehteroetftane  (1,1,1-TCA) 

ND 

3  Pgkg 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

1 , 13-Tridiloroethanc  (t ,  1 .2-TCA) 

ND 

Spg/kg 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

Trichloroethenc  (TCE) 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

3  P*/ks 

TdcWcrofluoramethana  (Fraool  0 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

1,2,3-Triehlorepnipnne 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

ND 

5  pg/ki 

1  J.*-Trimethy  Ibanzenc 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

133  -T  rfmetijy  Ibennene 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Vinyl  chloride 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

ND 

3  ppkg 

o-Xylane 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

3p*/kg 

nup-Xyleoe 

ND 

SpgAg 

ND  3  pg/kg 

*/«  Bn-nverv 

a  ere  nr*  hm  Range 

98 

70-121% 

103 

81-117% 

98 

74-121% 

This  report  shall  itot  b *  reproduced  exetpt  in  full  without  the  written  approval  of  the  laboratory 
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NEVADA  ENVlROfr  13WAL 
.  LABORATORr 


CLIENT:  Tcrrmerm  Consultants 

4343  S.  Polaris  Ave. 
Us  Vegas,  NV  89102 


v  .  Las  Vegas  Division 

4208  ArcaOTWay.  Suke  A  •  Us  Vegas.  rtV  89020 
(702)  697-1010  -  Pas:  (702)  657-1577 
1  -800-368-52  2 1 


ATTN:  Dclanc  Fitzpatrick-Maul 
PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Borings 

PROJECT  NUMBER:  64967 1 1 7  NEL  ID.  L960S065 

Attached  are  the  analytical  results  for  samples  in  support  of  the  above  referenced  project. 

Samples  submitted  for  this  project  on  05/08/96  were  received  in  good  condition  and  under  chain  of  custody. 
Unless  otherwise  noted,  no  anomalies  were  associated  with  this  project. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  or  comments,  please  feel  free  to  contact  our  Client  Services  department 
(702)  657-1010. 


Consorate  Office  «  Reno  Division  •  1050  Matley  Lane  •  Reno.  P1V  89502  •  (702)  548-2522 


05/16/96  THU  14:21  FAX  17025979393 


TERRACON 


@004 
I^ACqt  03 


NEVADA  ENYWOTOTETlTAL  LABORATORY 


CLIENT:  Terracon  Consultants 
PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Bonngs 

PROJECT  NUMBER;  64967117  ANALYST:  JW 


METHOD:  TOTAL  EXTRACTABLE  PETROLEUM  HYDROCARBONS  by  EPA  S01SM,  July  1992 
SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


DATE 

RESULTS 

REPORTING 

• 

CLIENT  ID 

sampled 

NELID 

mt'Jte 

LIMIT 

EXTRACTED 

ANALYSED 

B-9@10.0 

05/0M6 

L9605C65-02 

ND 

10  mg/fcg 

05/13)96 

05/13/96 

B-I0@0.0 

05/05/96 

L9605065-03 

ND 

10  mg/kg 

05/13/96 

05/13/96 

Note:  The  detection  limit  for  oil  is  SO 


QUALITY  C0STROL  DATA  (Total  for  Gasoline  and  Diesel  Ranges). 

Samnle  ID  Remit 

Method  Blank  L960513-BLK  ND 

L9605 1 3-LCS  75%  Recovery 

ND  -  Not  Detected 


<10  m*/kg 
67-110*/. 


This  report  shall  not  he  reproduced  except  M  fall,  without  the  written  approval  of  the  laboratory 
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NEVADA  ENVIRONMENTAL  LABORATORY 


CLIENT:  Teiracon  Consultant! 

PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Boring*  DATE  SAMPLED:  05/08/96 

PROJECT  NUMBER:  64967117  ANALYST:  SJ 

METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA  *260,  JuJy  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL  _  _ _ 


Client  ID:  6-9(210.0 


NELID:  L960S065-02 

ANALYZED:  OS/ICVW 

RESULT 

RZPORTTNC 

RESULT 

HEPORTWC 

pahamitm 

LIMIT 

PARAMETER 

ucAi 

UMET 

AmHm 

ND 

;o  ug/ks 

1,3-Diehlofopropeee 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Benzene 

ND 

5  ug/*i 

2,2  -Die  (tfnropropenc 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Bromobcnzenc 

ND 

5  n*Ag 

1 . 1-Dichloropropcne 

ND 

s  ug/kg 

0romochloro(TieOi«ne 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

o«s- 1  J-Dkfckxnpmpw 

ND 

S  ug/kg 

B  ratnoelich  loromcthsic 

ND 

5  Ug/k« 

Irens- 1  .J-DlcMoropropene 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

3romofortn 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

Ethylbenzene 

ND 

!  Ugkg 

Sromomcthene 

ND 

5  M/kg 

Hesachlopibnadicnc 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

’-Butancme 

ND 

25  ug<kg 

2-Hcxtmone 

ND 

25  ug/kg 

n-autylbcrutrnc 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

(odamechene 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

iCC'Butylbcnzene 

ND 

S  us/kg 

Isopropylbenzene 

ND 

Sugkg 

utt-Butylbcnwnc 

ND 

5  Mg/kg 

p-izapropyl  toluene 

ND 

5  Uft  kg 

Carton  disulfide 

ND 

5  Ug/Vg 

Methylene  chloride  (DichJoromethme) 

ND 

50  ug/kg 

Carton  ictracblonde 

ND 

5  Ug/kf 

4-Mehy  1  •  2  -pentanone 

ND 

25  Ugkg 

Chlorobenzene 

ND 

5U0kg 

McthyUt-butyl  ether  (MTBB) 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Chloroethane 

ND 

i  U»kg 

NapktfaaJrne 

ND 

5  u»kg 

I-Chloroeihyl  vinyl  e0i«r 

ND 

S  M/Kg 

n-PropylbenzBio 

ND 

5  ugkg 

Chloroform 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Styrene 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

ChlofomciJianc 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

1, 1,  1,2-Tctreehioroctheac 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

2-Chlorocoluene 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

1.1.22-TctntWorocttiiac 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

4-Chloro  toluene 

ND 

SpgAg 

Tctrachlorocthenc  (PCE) 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

Uibroroochloforoethane 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

Toluene 

ND 

$  Ug/kg 

l.2-D:broino*3«chloropTopette  (DBCP) 

ND 

5  U#/kg 

1 ,2.1-T  nchJ  orobefifcr.e 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

i  1  Dtbfotnoetiw.r  (£DB) 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

1 ,2,4-T  richloro  benzene 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

Dibromsf&cthene 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

1,1,1-Thchlaroetfceec  (l.J.I-TCA) 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

l  .2-01  chlorobenzene  (o  DCB) 

ND 

5  ugkg 

1 . 1 ,2-Trichloroethanc  (1,1 ,2-TCA) 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

IJ-Dtchlaro  benzene  (m-DCB) 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

TrkUoroctbcnc  (TCE1 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

M-Dichlorotxa2CTe  (p-OCB) 

ND 

S  ug/kg 

Triehlorofloetroroethane  (Freon  1 1) 

ND 

3  U8/kg 

DicWomdifluoctitnethzae  (Freon  121 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

l^J-1  nchlorcptupzne 

ND 

3  Ugkg 

1. 1  -Dichloroechaae  (t.l-DCA) 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

1 ,2,4-T  ritnethyfbettzene 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

l.2-Diehlore«thane  ( 1 ,2-DCa) 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

1 ,3,5  -Tfwncthyibcnzcne 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

1. 1  -Dichloroelhcne  (1.1  -DTE) 

ND 

5  us'kg 

Vinyl  chloride 

ND 

3  ug/kg 

cis- 1  .2-Diehloroctf>«ne 

ND 

i  ug/kg 

o-Xyl«e 

NO 

5  Ufrkg 

Irani- 1  .2-Dlehlorocthene 

ND 

i  Ug/kg 

m,p-Xyl«iie 

ND 

S  ug/kg 

1  2-Dfchloropropanc 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

Ut/AUTY  CONTROL  DATA: 

SurrogaTc 

%  Recovery 

Acceptable  Renee 

1 .2-Dich  Ioroethzne-cM 

97 

70-12 IV. 

Tolucnc-68 

104 

Sl-lWtt 

A - Brom  ofluore  benzene 

95 

74-121% 

n’D  -  Noi  Detected 


Thit  ripon  shall  not  he  reproduced  except  ut  JWI.  wishoet  the  written  approval  of  the  laboratory. 
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CLIENT:  Terracon  Consultants 

PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Borings  DATE  SAMPLED:  05/06/96 

PROJECT  NUMBER:  649671 17  ANALYST:  SJ 

METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA  *260,  July  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL 


Client  ID:  B-10@0.0 
NELID:  L960S065-03 

parameter 

Acetone 

Benzene 

Bromobcmeie 

3  r  omochloiwn  etn  art  c 

Oromodichiorotr.ethanc 

Urotneform 

Brortomethanc 

'-Butaaonc 

n-Sinylbenzenc 

see-  S  uty  I  benzene 

i  crt-Buty  I  bervccne 

C*rt»on  disulfide 

Carbon  tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroathan* 

B-CItJomcthyl  vinyl  ether 

Chloroform 

Chlaremethane 

2-ChTorotoIuenc 

4-CMorotulumtB 

Dibroffloehlorooethanc 

1 .2- Oibrotno-3  -cWonopropene  (DBCP1 

1 .2- Dtbrocnocthane  CEDB) 
Dibromomadiane 

1 -2-Dichlorobetiaene  ( o-DCBl 
I  J-Dtchtcrobonzenc  (m-DCBl 
I  .J-Dichlorobcrurne  (p-DCB) 
OichloroOiflooromethane  (Froon  12) 

I.  J  -Dichlcrocthane  ( l.l-DCA) 

I  .2-Dlchioroethanc  ( 1 ,2-DCA) 

1. 1  -Dichlceoethenc  ( 1,  l-OCE) 

415-1-2  -Dich  lorocthcne 

<ran*-l  ,2'Dlchlofoether.e 
I  .2-Diehlonbpropane 

tJUAUTr  CONTROL  DATA: 

Surrogate 

1 .2- Uichloroeth  ancti4 
Toluene-d* 

-l-BromoHuoro  benzene 
ND  -  Not  Detected 


ANALYZED:  05/10/96 


RESULT 

REPORTING 

RESULT 

REPORTING 

l.lMtT 

PARAMETER 

utti* 

umh 

NO 

SO  ug/k* 

1 ,3  -DidilorofTbpiflc 

ND 

5«Ag 

ND 

5|H*f 

2.2-DichlorRprapanc 

ND 

5 

ND 

5  K**6 

l.l-Dkhloropiopenc 

ND 

5ug^g 

ND 

5  P#kg 

ds- 1 .3  -Didtloropropenc 

ND 

5  u</kg 

ND 

5ugAe 

tranr-l,  J-DrdJoropropen« 

ND 

3  ug/k* 

ND 

3 

Ethylbenzene 

ND 

5  ^ig/kg 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

Hex  aciloro  butadiene 

ND 

5  UJS/kg 

ND 

25  Mtfal 

2-Hexanone 

ND 

25upkg 

ND 

5 

todomedune 

ND 

5  (ig'kg 

ND 

5r8A« 

Ixjprcpylbeoacoc 

ND 

5  dgfcg 

ND 

5  ng/ke 

p-ljopropyttoluane 

ND 

iRB/kg 

ND 

sutfct 

Methylene  chloride  (Dichloromethanc) 

ND 

50ngA» 

ND 

4-Methyl-Z-pentmooe 

ND 

25  ug/Vg 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

Xethyl-t -butyl  ether  (MTBE) 

ND 

Syg/kg 

ND 

5  KBfcg 

Naphthalene 

ND 

5  Ug'kg 

ND 

3  RB/kg 

n-Propytbccsenc 

ND 

3  M&'kg 

ND 

5  u«/ka 

Styrene 

ND 

5  UgAg 

ND 

JuS'kg 

1, 1,1,2-Tsa-achlo  northern 

ND 

5  US'  kg 

ND 

3  |i$/k8 

1 , 1 2L2-T«raeh>orocth4i>c  . 

ND 

5  UE/kg 

ND 

3us/kg 

T otrachlorocthene  (PCE) 

ND 

S  ng/ kg 

ND 

4  dg/kg 

Tolucsc 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

ND 

5  trg/kg 

l.2^-Trichlofoh*nzcne 

ND 

5  irg/kg 

ND 

5  UgAg 

1 ,2,4-T nchJoroboizcnc 

ND 

5  Hgfcg 

ND 

5  uc/kg 

1 . 1 ,  J -Trichloreethafte  ( | ,  | .  | -TCa) 

ND 

5  Ug/kg 

ND 

5  trsA* 

l.l^-TridiJamed«me  (1.1.2-TCA) 

ND 

S  ug/kg 

ND 

3  Mg/kg 

T  net)  lorocthene  (TCE) 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

ND 

3  wg/kg 

Tfichlorofluorotnadiane  ( Freon  1 1 ) 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

ND 

-  U«/kg 

1.2,3  *T  rich  toroprop  anc 

ND 

5  ug/kg 

ND 

1  kC/kg 

1  J,**Trimetliy  toeoaene 

ND 

3  ug/kg 

ND 

Jug/kg 

l-W  -Tfltrethylbenaena 

ND 

3  ug/kg 

ND 

5  n**e 

Vinyl  chloride 

NO 

5  ug/Vg 

ND 

3  ng/kg 

o -Xylene 

16 

$  ug/kg 

ND 

5  Mg/kg 

[tvp-Xylene 

6 

5  ug/kg 

ND 

5  W/kg 

7a  RtfflvtP 

AgaanMg  B—e> 

98 

70-121% 

102 

81-117% 

91 

74-121% 

This  report  rhait  not  be  reproduced  except  in  full,  without  the  written  aaprarat  of  the  latoretorv 
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CLIENT;  Terras  on  Consultants 

PROJECT  NAME:  Reserve  Center  Bonnes  DATE  SAMPLED:  NA 

PROJECT  NUMBER:  64967117  ANALYST:  SJ 

METHOD:  VOLATILE  ORGANIC  COMPOUNDS  by  EPA  6260,  Jaly  1992 

SAMPLE  MATRIX:  SOIL  _ _  _ 


Client  ID:  Method  Blank 
NELID;  VBLK960S 

PARAMETER 

Acetone 

Benzene 

tlromo  benzene 

lirotnachloromcthanc 

Uromodidiloroen  ethane 

Itromoform 

Uromametbene 

Z-Butenane 

i>-6utylbenwje 

rcc-Butylbanzen* 

utrt-Butyl  benzene 

Carbon  disulfide 

Carbon  tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Olio  methane 

2-Chtoroechyl  viayl  ether 

Chloroform 

Chlcrom  ethane 

2-ChlerottPucne 

u-ch  loro  toluene 

OibromochloroiMdiue 

1.2- Dihromo-3-ctilar<!propanc  (DBCP) 

1.2- Dibrotnoctftanc  (EDB) 
Dibromomethane 
l.»-Dich!oro  benzene  (o-DCB) 
i  3-D Iehlorobcnecne  (m-DCB) 
1.4-Dietilomheneeae  (p-DCB) 
Dienlorodifluorofnethane  (Freon  12) 

I .  I  -Diehl  oroeth anc  ( I .  I  .DCA) 

1 .2- Diehloroethane  ( 1.2-DCA) 

1.1- DieJtlofnethcnc(I.I-OCE) 
civ  1 .2-Didtloroethane 
(ran*.  1 ,2-DichlcroeJtienr 

1 .2- Ulchimo  propane 

QUALITY  CONTROL  DATA; 
Surniptf 


I  J2-Dlchloro«thane-d4 
Tolucne-48 

J  -  Bromofluorobenzcne 

*>10  -  Not  Detected 


ANALYZED:'  05//96 


result 

REPORTING 

RESULT 

ugikx 

l.IMTT 

Parameter 

pg/kg 

VD 

50  pg/kg 

1  .l-Dicfalottge  Sft 

ND 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

2.2-Dichloropropane 

ND 

MS 

5  pg/kg 

hl-Oichioropmpapc 

ND 

ND 

S  Pg/kg 

civ  1 J  -Dichtomprepetie 

ND 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

tnn*- 1 J  -Dichiornpropene 

ND 

VD 

3  Pg/kg 

Ethylbenzene 

ND 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

HexacWoroboUdieor 

ND 

ND 

25  pg/kg 

2-Hexanonc 

ND 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

[odocicthBae 

ND 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

Isopropylbwizane 

ND 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

p-t*opropy  toluene 

ND 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

Methylene  chloride  (Dtchlorortiethene) 

ND 

ND 

S  ug/V* 

4-M«thyl-2.f»tttanonc 

ND 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

Methyl-t-butyl  ether  (MTBE) 

ND 

ND 

3  ug/kg 

Naphthalene 

ND 

ND 

5  pgikjt 

n- Propyl  benzene 

ND 

ND 

S  pg/kg 

Styrene 

ND 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

M .  t  -2'T<arach!<tftxthanc 

ND 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

! ,  l  .2 .2-  T  etrach !  oroeth  zr.e 

ND 

ND 

Jpg/kg 

T  etrachioroetbenc  (PCE) 

ND 

ND 

3  Ug/kg 

Toluene 

ND 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

1 .2,3-TrichIore  benzene 

ND 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

I  JL.4-T  rich!  oro  benzene 

NO 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

1,1,1-TricWonacthene  (1.1,1-TCA) 

ND 

ND 

5  Pg/kg 

l.l,2-Trichlon*ediane  (1.IJ-TCA) 

ND 

ND 

s  PSAg 

rrichloroetftene  (TCE) 

ND 

ND 

V]K 

3  Pg/kg 

TrichloeoDuoroeneShmc  (Freen  1 1) 

ND 

NU 

*  Pg/kg 

1 44-T  richloro  propane 

ND 

ND 

S  ug/kg 

1  -2, 4-Trira  ethylbenzene 

ND 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

i  J.3  -Trjmxhy  (benzene 

ND 

ND 

3  pg/kg 

Vinyl  chloride 

ND 

ND 

5  pg/kg 

o- Xylene 

ND 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

rn.p-Xyiene 

ND 

ND 

3  Pg/kg 

&-Rbsvsix 

AcetaaMr  gg|B 

99 

70-J2IH 

103 

on 

11-11714 

yy 

74-121% 

REPORTING 

1 1  MIT 
Sp«/kg 
i  P&*6 

5  Ug/kg 

5  Pgikg 
J  pg/kg 
5  pg/kg 
5  pg/kg 
23  pg/kg 
3  Pg/kg 
5  pg/kg 

s  pg/kg 

30  pg/kg 
23pg/kg 
3  pg/kg 
3  ug/kg 
3  pg/kg 

3  Pg/kg 
Spg/kg 
7  Pgikg 

3  Pg/kg 
5  Pg/kg 
5  Pg/kg 

S  PgAg 
5  Pg/kg 
3  Pg/kg 
3  Ug/kg 

3  Pg/kg 

3P#kg 
3  Pg/kg 
3  Pg/kg 
3  ug/kg 
S  pgikg 
3  pg/kg 


'Ut  rtpon  theU  not 


'vproduerd  avrp,  without  ih* 


**Ultn  approval  of tht  laboratory. 


